1918.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

67

SENATE.

Wepxesoay, December J, 1918.

The Chaplain, Rev, Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, we thank Thee that in this great Union of
sovereign States there is a dominant spirit of submission to the
Divine will. Throughout the length and breadth of this land
there are multiplied millions who reverence the name of the
God of our fathers. We pray that Thy servants in the Senate,
expressing the thoughts and ideals of the great States of the
Union, may also have a consciousness of the Divine presence
and a supreme desire to honor and reverence Thy holy name.
Give us to-day Thy guidance as we commit ourselves to
ﬁeﬂ unerring counsel of the Divine mind. For Christ’'s sake.

en.
~ Irvine L. LExRroOT, a Senator from the State of Wisconsin,
appeared in his seat to-day.

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

PRICE OF WHEAT.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, I have before me a letter
written by Judge Glasgow, chief counsel of the Food Adminis-
tration, which I am going to ask to have read. I deem it of
great importance, and I am only sorry that so few Senators
are present. ’

However, before the letter is read, if I may be permitted, I
want to say that I have received a great many lefters not
only from citizens of my State but from citizens of other States
with reference to the guaranteed price of wheat for the year
1919. I have answered a great many of them and stated the
facts as I understand them to be. I have read in some of the
newspapers of the country that the guaranteed price of wheat
for 1919 could in fact not be carried out, but that the wheat
guaranty would end with the war. This, as I understand it,
not only places the Food Administration and the Department

. of Agriculture in a false light, but I think it also reflects upon
the Chlef Executive of the Nation, because the President of the
United States has by proclamation fixed the price of wheat for
1919. While it is true, Mr. President, that no appropriation
has been made for putting into effect the organization neces-
sary to carry it out, that can, of course, be done by Congress,
and I expect it will be done by Congress. Such an agency was
designated to carry out this agreement for 1918, and I assume
that Congress will enact legislation that will make it possible
to carry out the guaranty for 1919.

I ask to have the letter read at the Secretary’s desk, and I
also ask that the proclamation made by the President of the
United States on September 2, 1918, and which is printed in
the Official Bulletin, be printed in the REcozp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, leave will be
granted, and the Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read the letter, as follows:

UXITED STATES FOOD ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. €., December 3, 1958,
Hon, AsLe J. Groxxa,
United States Semate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sgxaror: Referring to our conversation this morning, I have
seen in at least one newspaper the statement that “ the wheat guar-
anty is to end with the war,” and I have seen In at least one newspa
the statement that * the conclusion of will terminate the eftec-
tiveness of the Government’s guaran ce for the 1918-19 wheat
gg&m and there could mot be a more leading or more inaccurate

ent, as it is directly contrary to the act of Congress, the procla-
f the President made in pursuance thereof, and the uniform
Food Admini

stration and
the Grain Corporation.

DBy the proclamation of li‘ebru:;{ 21, 1918, the President fixed the
guaranteed price for wheat harvested in the bnlted States during the

ear 1915 and offered for sale before the 1st day of June, 1919, and
o carry out and make effective the guaranty for the 1918 harvest the
President by Executive order of June 2, 1918, designated the Food
i\dmtiﬁrlstrat on Grain Corporation as the agency of the United States
or e purpoae.

By proclamation of September 2, 1918, the President, under the au-
thority of the act of Congress known as the Lever Act, fixed and de-
itermined the reasomable guaranteed price of wheat for the erop of
1919 for the principal prireary markets, such price being $2.26 at Chi-
eago and at other markets at a relative price, and the proclamation
proceeds as follows:

“ The sums thus determined and fixed are guaranteed by the Govern-
ment of the United States at the principal primary markets of the
United States, above mentioned, to every producer of wheat at any
grade so established under the United States grain-standards act, upon
the condition that sald wheat is harvested In the United States during
the year 1919 and offered for sale before the 1st day of June, 1920, to
such agent or employee of the United States or other person as may be
hereafter designated, ete.”

While the agency has been designated for the 1918 crop, the agency
wt::‘airry out t guaranty for the 1919 crop has not yet been ig-
nated.

Therefore the end of the war or the proclamation of gencz does not
in any way affect the present guaranteed price made by the United
States Government for the wheat harves in the year 1919. The
only condition to the effectiveness of the guaranty is that such wheat

mation o
information given out by the officers of the

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

shounld be offered for sale before the 1st day of June, 1020. Neither
the officers of the Food Administration nor of the Grain Corporation
%ivnem;ver suggested any other view or have expressed any other

It is proper for me to say, however, that it is very probable that it
will be necessary that Congress should be called npon to aid financially
and perhaps by the ereation of additional agen to make good the
guaranty as to the wheat harvested in the year 1919, and when the
Bmper time comes and suffcient information is at hand upon which to
ase a recommendation Congress will undoubtedly be apprised of the
for the maintenance of the

W. A. Grassow, Jr.,

Chief Counsel.
The proclamation by the President of the United States is as
follows:

PRESIDENT EXPLAINS PLANS TO INsUrE Fam WHEAT Price For CnoPs
GrOWN 1IN 1919—DBasis oF GOVERNMENT GUARANTY—COMMISSION TO
BE APPOINTED NEXT SPRING TO REPORT ON ALL Facrors NOw oR
TaHAT MAY THEX EXIST TO GUIDE HIM 1IN DECISIONS,

MEMORANDUM.

whole situation and its powers be invoked
guaranty made under 1ts anthority.
elieve me, very truly,

SerrEMBER 2, 1018,

In issuing to-day the Government’s guaranty of the same price for the
1919 wheat crop that was guaranteed for the 1918 crop I wish it to be
understood that in the spring of 1910 I will appoint a disinterested
commission, who will secure for me the facts by that time disclosed as
to the increased cost of farm labor and sgﬁplies. using the three-year
prewar average prices of wheat, of Iabor, and of supgly costs as a basis,
and that from this information I shall determine whether there ghould
be an Increase in price above the present level, and, if so, what advance,
in ordcr to maintale for the farmer a good return. Should it then
appear that an increase {s deserved over the present guaranty, however,
it will be appHed only to those who have by next harvest already mar-
keted thelr 1918 wheat.

It is the desire and intention of all departments of the administra-
tlon to give to the wheat grower a fair and stimulative return in order
that the present acreage in wheat may be maintained.

I tind a great conflict of opinion among various sections of the coun
as to the price that sheuld named as a minimum guaranty., If m
be obvioms to all, however, that the factors which will make for im-
creased or decreased cost of production of next year’s harvest can not
be determined until the near approach to the harvest.

In giving a guaranteed price for wheat one year in advanee (the only
industry guaranteed by the Government) there is inval a con=
siderable national risk. If there should be peace or increased shl%
available before the middle of 1920, Europe will naturally suppl
from the large stores of much cheaper wheat now in the Southern Elemhl—

here ; and therefore the Government is undertaking a risk which mlggé
n such an event result in a natfonal loss of as much as 500,000,
through an unsalable surplus; or, in any cvent, in maintaining a high
level of price to our own people for a long period subsequent to freedom

.in the world's markets.

ets.
Desplte this, the desirabllity of azsuring a supply to the world of
prime breadstuffs by insuring the farmer against gle fluctuations in
](Jrlces that would result from the uncertainties of the present gitua-
ifon and from the speeulation those uncertainties entail, scems to ma
to make the continuation of the guaranty for another year desirable,
On the other hand, it is clear that before increasing this Hability by
large sums with the risks set forth above, and before increasing the
burden of the consumer, the matter should be subjected to searchin

ﬁugiry at the appropriate time—the time when the pertinent facts w

NoOwWn.

I feel confident that with this preliminary fixed guaranty, and with
the assurance that justice in any event be done to the wer, he
will continue the fine patriotic effort by which he has served the country
hitherto: that the Government will have acted prudently ; and that tha
consumer will be satisfied that his interests are not unduly sacrificed,
but just and exhaustive consideration given to every element of the
matter at the proper time.
Woobrow Wirsox. |
PROCLAMATION GUARANTEEING PricE vorR THE WHEAT CROP GROWN IN

1919 18 IssSUED BY PRESIDENT WILSON.

[By the President of the United States of America.]
A PROCLAMATION.

Whereas under and by virtue of an act of Congress entitled “An act
to provide further for the national security and defense by encouraging
the production, conserving the supply, and contmmnf the distribution
of food products and fuel,” ;i)proved y the President on the 10th day
of August, 1917, it is provided, among other things, as follows :

“ 8ec, 14, That whenever the President shall find that an emergency
exists requiring stimulation of the produetion of wheat and that It is
essential that the producers of wheat, produced within the United
States, shall have the benefits of the ﬂamntx provided for in this sec-
tion, he is authorized, from time to time, seasonably and as far in ad-
vance of seed time as (frscticable, to determine and fix and to give
public notice of what, under specified conditions, is a reasonable guar-
anteed price for wheat, in order to assure such producers a reasonable

t. 'The President shall thereupon fix such guaranteed price for
each of the official grain standards for wheat as established under
the United States grain standards act approved Aungust 11, 1916. Thas
President shall from time to time establish and promulgate such regula-
tions as he shall deem wise in connection with such guaranteed prices
and in particular governing conditions of delivery and payment; and
differences in price for the several standard grades in the prineipal
primary markets of the United States adopting No. 1 northern seung
or its equivalent at the principal interlor primary markets as the is.
Thereupon the Government of the United States hereby guarantees every
producer of wheat produced within the United States that, upon com-
pliance by him with the regulations prescribed, he shall receive for any
wheat produced in reliance upon this guarantee within the period, not
exceeding 18 months, preseribed in the notice, a price not less than the
guaranteed price therefor as fixed pursuant to this section. In such
regulations the President shall ﬁrescribe the terms and conditions upon
which any such producer shall be entitled to the beneflts of such

aranty.”
“an,t{homfore. I, Woodrow Wilson, President of the United States, by
virtue of the powers conferred upon me b{ enid act of Congress, and
especially by section 14 thereof, do hereby find that an emergency exists
uiring stimulation of the production of wheat, and that it IS essen-
Fl:‘l that the producers of wheat produced within the United States
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shall have the benefits of the guarantee provided for in said section, and
in order to make effective the guaranty by Congress for the crop of
1919 anc to assure such producers a reasonable profit I do hereby
determine and fix and give public notice of reasonable guaranteed prices
for No. 1 northern spring wheat and its equivalents at the respective

principal primur§ markets as follows, to wit:
New York, N. Y., $2.393 per bushel.
Philadelphia, Pa., $2.80 per bushel
Baltimore,

d., szssa &-r bushel,
Newport News, Va., § 4 per bushel.
Duluth, Minn., $2.223 per bushel.

Minneapolis, Minn., $2.213 per bushcl.

Chicago, I1., $2.26

St. Louls, Mo., $2.2 2

Kansas Cit[\;. Mo,, $2.18 per bushel.

Omaha, Nebr., $2.18 per bushel.

New Orleans, La., $2.28 per bushel.

Galveston, Tex., $2.28 per bushel.

Tacoma, Wash., $2.20 per bushel.

Heattle, Wash., $2.20 per bushel.

Portland, Oreg., $2.20 per bushel.

Astoria, Oreg., {2.20 {Rr bushel.

HSan Francis ‘al., $2.20 per bushel.

Tos Angeles, (‘al., $2.20 per bushel.

Halt Ci%. Utah, $2 per bushel.

Gireat Falls, Mont., $2 per bushel,

Pocatello, Idaho, $2 per bushel.

Spokane, Wash., £2 per bushel.

And that the guaranteed price for the other
ihe United States graln standards act, approved August 11, 1918,
on said price for No. 1 northern spring wheat at the respective prin-
cipal primary markets of the United States above mentioned, will
assure the producers of wheat produced within the United States a
reasonable profit; the guaranteed grlces in the principal primary
markets above mentioned being fixed by adopting No. 1 northern spring
wheat or its equivalents at the prinelpal interfor markets as the basis.

For the purposes of such guaranty omly I hereby the guaranteed
prices at the respective principal primary markets above mentioned for
the following grades of wheat, to wit, No. 1 northern spring, No. 1
hard winter, No. 1 red winter, No. 1 Durum, No. 1.hard white. The
guaranteed prices at the respective prineipal primary markets aforesaid
of all other grades of wheat established under the United States grain
standards act approved August 11, 1916, shall be based on the above-
guaranteed prices and bear just relation thereto.

The sums thus determined and fixed are guarantced by the Govern-
ment of the Unlted States at the respective prineipal primary markets
of the United States above mentioned, to every producer of wheat of any
grade so establishcd under the United States graln standards act, upon
the condition that said wheat is harvested in the United States during
ithe year 1919, and offered for sale before the 1st day of June, 1920, to
such agent or employee of the United States, or other person, ns ma
be hereafter designated, at any one of the above-mentioned cities, whic
are hereby declared to be the prurlg:lpal primnrf markets of the United
Btates, and provided that such producer complies with all regulations
which may be hereafter promulgated in regar
Tresident of the United States.

In witness whercof I have hercunto set my hand and caused the seal
of the United States to be affixed. K

Done in the District of Columbia this 2d day of September, in the year
of our Lord 1918, and of the in mdence of the United States of
An;crlcn };he one hundred and forty-third.

SEAL.

rades established under
based

Woobrow Wirsox,
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr: SHERMAN. I present resolutions adopted by the con-
gregation of the First Congregational Church, of Decatur, IIl.,
in regard to the observance of a universal Thanksgiving Day.
I ask that they be received and properly referred:

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolutions will lie on the
table.

Mr. SHERMAN. I present a copy of a resolution from the
Home Market Club, of Boston, Mass,, in regard to the prepara-
tion of peace conditions, which I should like to have printed in
the Recorn. It is very short.

There belng no objection, the resolution was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION IN FAVOR OF A PROTECTIVE TARIFF,

We remind the people of the country that we were unprepared for
war, We warn the country that we are unprepared for peace. While
every other great nation among the belligerents has given careful and
constant study to the problems of reconstruoction, we face the future
without plan or program or preparation. We still retain upon our stat-
ute books a tariff law pa nearly a year before the outbreak of the
war and which is entirely unsuited to the new conditions which will
confront us now that the war has ended. It was clearly demonstrated
before the war that the Underwood-Simmons tariff law brought dis-
tress to the country, unemployment to labor, and loss and bankruptcy
to business. The encrgies of the Natlons will now be directed to in-
dustry and commerce. Competitive conditions will be restored and
the struggle for world markets will be renewed. The war brought tre-
mendous expansion to our industries and largely increased wages to
labor. These industries can not prosper nor can laber be pl';odpeﬂﬁ
remunerated if competition with torelgln countries {s unregulated an
the importation of competitive goods is unrestricted. We belleve in
the maintenance of the American standard of living, in the ample
reward of labor, and in a ir profit for business enterprise. hese
ends can be ~btained only by such a measure of protection as will safe-
guard our [odustries, and we respectml]{ urge upon Congress the
necessity of reenacting an adequate protective tariff.

Mr, HALE presented a petition of sundry citizeng of Maine,
praying for the enactment of legislation to prevent any German
or Austrian . reservist or other person opposed to the United
States from returning to the United States for any purpose
whatever, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Alr, LODGE presented resolutions adopted by the New Eng-
land Hardware Dealers'.Association, favoring universal mili-

to said guaranty by the'

tary training and the establishment of a league of nations,
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

He also presented resolutions of the South Middlesex Con-
ference of Unitarian Churches of Massachusetts, favoring the
establishment of a league of nations to maintain peace, which
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. MOSES presented resolutions adopted by Local Division
No. 1, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Manchester, N, H., re-
questing the President to use his influence in securing the free<
dom of Ireland, which were referred to the Committee on Fors
eign Relations.

ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE.

Mr. SHEPPARD. From the Committee on Commerce I re-
port back favorably, without amendment, the bill (H. R. 13153)
extending the time for the construction of a bridge across the
Arkansas River, at the foot of Garrison Avenue, at Fort Smith,
Ark,, and I submit a report (No. 615) thereon. I call the at-
ltj?ﬁﬂon of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rorixsox] to the

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the bill.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to n third reading, read the third time, and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CALDER:

A bill (8. 5086) amending the act approved March 3, 1918,
relative to the incorporation of the National Conservatory of
Music of America ; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. POINDEXTER :

A bill (8. 5087) granting one month's extra pay to all officers
and enlisted men honorably discharged from the Army, Navy, or
Marine Corps on or after November 11, 1918; to the Committee
on Military Affairs. .

By Mr. BANKHEAD : \

A bill (8. 5088) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
that the United States shall aid the States in the construction of
rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved July 11, 1016 ;
to the Committee on Post Offices and 'ost Roads.

By Mr. GORE:

A bill (8. 5089) to provide for the acquisition of a site and
the erection thereon of a public building at Henryetta, Okla.;
and :

A Dbill (8. 5090) to authorize the acquisition of a site and the
repajring and enlargement of a Federal building thereon at
Okmulgee, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Bufldings and
Grounds,

CONTEOL OF RAILROADS,

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr, President, I send to the desk a
bill which I ask to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In full?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes. It is short. I wish to say
that I consider it pertinent to perhaps the most important
problem of our reconstruction. It deals somewhat with the
railroad problem and suggests a step preparatory and probably,
necessary to the return of the railroads to their owners.

The bill (8. 5085) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the operation of transportation systems while under Federal
control, for just compensation of their owners, and for other
purposes,” approved March 21, 1918, was read the first time by,
its title, the second time at length, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce, as follows: I
A bill (8. 5083) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide for the

operation of transportation systems while under Federal control, for
{i‘:t rc%m‘iﬁmnl?ltéon of their owners, and for other purposes,” approved

Be it enacted, ete., That the “Act to provide for the operation of
transportation systems while under Federal control, for the just com-

nsation of their owners, and for other purposes,” approved March

1, 1918, be, and the same is hereby, amended as follows:

That the following provision of section 10 of sald act is hercby

repealed :

?'e'rhat during the period of Federal control, whenever in his opinion
the public interest requires, the President may initiate rates, fares,
charges, classifications, regulations, and practices by filing the same
with the Interstate Commerce Commission, which said rates, fares,
charges, ssifications, regulatioms, rnd practices shall not be sus-
pended 'b_v the commission pending final determination.

“ Said rates, fares, charges, classifications, regulations, and praes
tices shall be reasonable and just and shall take effect at such time and
upon such notice as he may direct, but the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission shall, upon complaint, enter upon a hearing concerning the
justness and reasonableness of so much of any order of the President
as establishes or chan any rate, fare, charge, classification, regulation,
or practice of any carrier under Federal control, and may consider all the
facts and circumstances existing at the time of the making of the
same, - In determining any question concerning any such rates, fares,
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a‘ln.rgu. classifications, regulations, or practices or chan therein,
the Interstate Commerce Commission shall give due consideration to
the fact that the transportation systems are being operated under a
unified and coordinated national control and not in competition.

“After full hearing the commission may make such findings and
orders as are authorized by the act to regulate commerce as amended,
and said findings and orders shall be enforced as provided in sald act:
Provided, however, That when the President shall find and certify to
the Interstate Commerce Commission that in order to defray the ex-
penses of Federal control and operation fairly chargeable to rallway
operating expenses, and also to :I:Ji%l’ rallway accruals other than
war taxes, net rents for Jjoint facilitles and equipment, and compensa-
tlon to the carrlers, operating as a unit, it iz necessary to increase the
railway operating revenues, the Interstate Commerce Commission in
determining the fushmsu and reasonableness of any rate, fare, charge,
classification, regulation, or gractice ghall take into consideration said
finding and certificate by the President, together with such recom-
mendations as he may make.”

Th?:d the following provision is hereby substituted for the provision
repea .

“ Sgc. 2. That during the period of Federal control, whenever in his
opinion the public interest requires, the I'resident may inltiate rates,

, charges, classifications, regulations, and practices by filing the
game with the Interstate Commerce Commission. Said rates, fares,
charges, classifications, regulations, and practices shall be reasonable
and just end shall take effect at such time and upon such notice as he
m.n{y direct ; but the Interstate Commerce Commission may of its own
inifiative, and shall upon complaint, enter upon a hearing concerning
the justness and reasonableness of so much of any order of the Presi-
dent, heretofore or hereafter made, as establishes or changes any rates,
charges, classifications, regnlations, or practices of any carrier under
Federal control, and may consider all the facts and cireomstances in
connection therewith, and sald rates, fares, ckar;ieﬁ, classifications, regu-
lations, and practices may be suspended or modificd by the commission
pending ﬂnnlpdetermlnatlon.

“After full hearings the commission may make such findings and
orders as are anthorized by the act to regulate commerce, as amended,
and such findings and orders shall be enforced as provided in said act.”

Mr, SMITH of Georgia. If the Senate will permit me for just
one moment, T will state that the object of this bill is to sirike
out from the present act authorizing the control of the railroads
by the President the provision that permits changes to be made
by the President or by the Director General of Railroads in the
rates, fares, regulations, and management of the rallroads with-
out the control of the Interstate Commerce Commission. This
bill will restore to the Interstate Commerce Commission the
right to suspend any order passed by the Director General of
Railroads with reference to rates or to review and medify any
such order on its own initiative without waiting for complaints.
It is intended to entirely restore to the Interstate Commerce
Commission, now that the war is over, the jurisdiction over
railroads and rates, even though in the hands of the President,
which it had when they were in the hands of private owners.

MINING CLAIMS IN ALASKA,

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, on October 5,
1017, the Senate passed a joint resolution suspending the sec-
tion of the Revised Statutes requiring certain annual assess-
ments and improvements to be made upon mining claims. Con-
gress has passed a special act relating to assessments for the
Territory of Alaska. It was thought for some time that the
joint resolution applied to Alaska as well as to the continental
part of the United States.

A very serious question has been raised as to whether or not
that is true; and in order to avoid complications I have pre-
pared a joint resolution extending the provisions of the joint
resolution of October 5 to Alaska. I desire to present it and
have it referred to the Committee on Territories. I trust that
ihe chairman of the Committee on Territories will eall the com-
mittee together at an early date to consider the matter.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 190) extending to the Ter-
ritory of Alaska the provisions of the joint resolution entitled
“ Joint resolution to suspend the regquirements of annual as-
sessment work on mining claims during the years 1917 and
1918,” approved October 5, 1917, was read twice by iis title
and referred to the Committee on Territories.

THE REVENUE.
Mr. GORE submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 12863) to provide revenue, and for

other purposes, which was referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed.

= THE PRESIDENT.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I desire to have printed in
the Recomp an editorial appearing in the Christian Secience
Monitor of November 25, 1918. 1 commend the editorial to
those who are engaged in the rather small partisan business
of criticizing the President.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE PRESIDEXT.

Now that the war is over some of the conditions in the United States
which the war created are either passing away automatically or are
threatened with speedy removal. This newspaper pointed ont, when
the United States entered the conflict, that the Government of the Re-

public would, for the time belng, become practleally a dletatorship,
more power being delegated to the President during the continuance
of hostilities than had in modern times been granted to the rulers of
most monarchies.

The United States is a Government in which the voice of the publie
rules. If the public in an emergency expresses its willingness tempao-
rarily to suspend ordinary processes its right to do so can net be gques-
tioned, even though this may Involve, as it has involved sinee April,
1¥17, many departures from strict constitutional methods and common
usages. y tacit and general c t of the peopl was a that
the President, in the conduct of the war, should be given full power to
act. In this, Con whether it liked it or not, and there was no
serions dissent in that quarter, had to acquiesce. Thus, In a sense, the
Republic became for the duration of the war virtually an autoeracy.
What the President gaid became law.

He sought certain authority beyond that with which he was con-
stitutionally vested; the publfc backed his demand ; Congress grant
it. He was enabled to do on his own motion that which, in the
ordinary course of lgroomlure, would require the sanction of Congress
and a favorable opinion from the Supreme Court. The great end in
view was the winning of the war,.and the public, having implicit confi-
dence in the Executive, permitted him to about the winning of it in
his own way. [lis way proved successful, so far as the part of the
United States in the conflirt was concerned.

~In granting their President plenary power in the conduct of the
Nation through one of the most critica g:lrloda of its history the people
surrendered not an iota of the power onging to the ves. They
reserved the right to withdraw from him all the authority they had con-
ferred at the turn of a hand or the quiver of an eyelash, should he fail
in the performance of his duty; vox populi was the real autocrat;
Woodrow Wilson simply its instrument.

Much ‘stir is now made among a certain Emnp in the Senate concern-
ing the necessity of shearing President Wilson of his extraordinary or
extraconstitutional powers, but even the most urgent in demanding
that the country return to normal conditions in government are reluctant
to say that the return shall be immediate. The war Is over, but certain

uestions growing out of its triumphant conclusion remain to be settled.

t may be said to be the universal belief in the United States that Presi-
dent Wilson should not be limited, either in the influence or in the
authority which he shall take with him to the peace conference, What
the so-called “revolting” Republican Senators are demanding more
particularly is that the legislative branch of the Government shall
reclaim and main its coordinate power with the Executive in carry-
ing on the work of recomstruction.

n this position the people, when the proper time arrives, will be found
on their side, and there is not the shadow of a reason to suppose that
the President will be found in opposition. When the peace of the world
is established, as it will be very soon, on a foundation of common
justice, the Government of the United Btates will elip back into its
normal groove without the slightest frietlon. Thenceforth, or until
some other exceptional emergency calls for extraordinary procedure,
Congress, as the Constitution prescribes, will make the laws and the
Pres denf wlll execute them, as usual. No democratic institution has
been undermined, impaired, or even threatenmed, by recent departures
from the letter of the Constitution; the Constitution and the country
are a}ﬁike safe 8o long as they are made to serve the purposes of the
people.

It is not a very wholesome symptom that, almost before the ink with
which Germany kas signed away her hope of becoming a dominatin
world power Is dry, marking as the act does the greatest triumph o
democracy In a century, if not In all history, certain irreconclilables in
the Unlted States Senate should be afforded opportunity of misrepre-
senting and attempting to bellttle a man whom the whole world cheer-
fully recognizes as one of the most important factors In the achieve-
ment of this victory. There is no excuse for 1mgﬁmlﬂg the motives,
much less for questioning the loyalty of Woodrow Wilson to the United
States Constitution and to American ideals. It is not only nonsensical
but exceedingly dangerous at this time, when hidden evil forces are
seeking every possible means of expression, every possible method of
propagating sus;]:’iclon, discontent, and sedition among the masses, that
men in high public office should Indulge, through partisan rancor, in
aspersions tending to create disunlon among good cltizens.

Common sense, common prudence, and ordinary judgment should, one
would think, impel those intrusted with public re onsihllltg to take a
broader than partisan view of the work that lies before the President at
this juncture. He is responding to a world Invitation in consenting to
attend the peace conference, s presence at the board is sought be-
canse his counsel is everywhere esteemed. The Nation he will represent
should feel proud of the honor conferred upon him. It has stood behind
him in the making of war ; it should stand behind him In the making of
peace.

PEACE TERMS,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I submit a resolution
and ask that it be read by the Secretary.
The resolution (8. Res. 364) was read, as follows:

Whereas the President has informed Congress that the bases of peace
outlined by him on the 8th of Jnmmrf last have been accepted by the
allied Governments and by the central empires, and that it is his duty
to see that no false or mistaken interpretation is put upen them ; and

Whereas the Pregident has never stated his own Interpretation of such
bases and the same, particularly those relating to *“a league of
nations ” and the “ freedom of the geas,"” are open to various inter-
pre(li:lattjlons. sm%e of which may be in conflict with established national
traditions ; an

Whereas the President has announced that the various steps in the
approaching negotiatiens abroad shall be promptly made known to the
American people : Therefore be it
Resolved, That the President be, and he is hereby, resgcctfu!l,r re-

quested to make publicly known his own interpretation of his proposed
qace terms as presented to Congress January S, 1918, and not attempt

?g im such interpretation upon the international conference about to

asgemble until full or%ortunity is presented to the American public to-

become acquainted with the same, to the ¢nd that this Nation may not
be committed to policies in contravention of the traditions of the United

States ; and be It further
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forthwith transmitted to

the President. -

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I ask unanimous consent for five
minutes’ time to express my views on this resolution before it
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goes to the Committee on Foreign Relations, the proper com-
mittee to which it should be referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, in his address io

Congress of December 2 the President informed us that the
bases of peace outlined by him to us on the Sth of January last
have been accepted by the allied Governments and by the central
empires, and by way of explanation of his trip to Europe he
stated that it was his duty to see “that no false or mistaken
interpretation is put upon them.”
. In view of this explanation it requires no argument to show
that various interpretations may be placed upon the bases of
peace which he outlined. Some of the bases relate not merely
to a settlement of the present war, but to our relations in the
future with all Governments., Heretofore we have been guided
by certain traditions. The immortal Washington in his fare-
well address gave certain advice which we have religiously fol-
lowed. He said:

Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none, or a
very remote relation. ence she muost be emgaged in frequent con-

rsies, the eauscs of which are essentially f’ to our concerns.

trove
Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves by artl-

ficlal ties in the ordinary viclssitudes of her politics, or the ordinary
combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities. y

It may well be that eonditions have so changed that we should
no longer follow advice by which we have been guided for more
than a century. As a representative of the people, it seems to me
that we should not bind ourselves to a policy at variance with
it unless certain that such is the will of the people.

The fourteenth basis proposed by the President reads:

A general assoclation of nations must be formed under -‘m:lﬂc COV-
enants for the purpose of affording mutual guaranties of political inde-
pendence and territorlal integrity to great and small States alike.

Does this basis mean that we will join with European nations
in a goaranty of the political independence and territorial integ-
rity of all States both great and small? Does it means that to
preserve such territorial integrity and political independence we
will in fulfillment of our guaranty use whenever necessary our
Army and Navy? Does it mean that henceforth we must take
part in all political and territorial disputes throughout the
world? We have among us many who came to our shores and
the children of many who came fo our shores because of the con-
stant quarrels and jealousies of European nations and because
of the fear that such quarrels and jealousies might any day
involve them Iin war. I do not say that we should not do our
utmost to prevent future wars. That I concede is our duty, but
if we propose to obligate ourselves to use our Army and Navy
whenever necessary in any part of the world to preserve peace,
we should be certain that we are conforming to the will of those
whom we represent.

The President is the chosen leader of the United States. Any
proposal which he may make will naturally carry with it great
weight. If he proposes in behalf of the United States the use of
its Army and Navy to preserve the peace of the world, or if he
assents to any such proposal if made by another nation, what
position will the Senate be in should such a proposal be adopted?
Constitutionally we will be free to exercise our own judgment
and to accept or reject any treaty which the Executive may ne-
gotiate. Will we, however, be free from embarrassment should
other nations say to us, Your Chief Executive spoke in behalf
of the American public and supposedly voiced their views? That
brings me to the point of my motion. Is the President sure that
his interpretation of the bases of peace is the interpretation of
the American public? As he has never made known such inter-
pretation, how can we be sure? Should he not, in all justice,
before he makes any proposal on such momentous questions
malke known to the public what interpretation he places upon his
fourteenth basis, and should he not afford the public an oppor-
tunity to voice its opinion?

The fourteenth basis is not the only one which involves a com-
parison of our past traditions with what should be our policy
in the future. During the Civil War in order to preserve the
Union we found it necessary to insist upon and to exercise the
right to condemn cargo owned by a neutral and shipped from
one neutral port to another neutral port where it appeared that
such cargo was ultimately intended for transshipment to the
enemy, In Europe the doctrine of ultimate destination was dis-
puted, but if that doctrine had not been practiced during the
present war who will dare say what would have been the result?
Certainly the prevention of supplies reaching Germany through
neutral countries contributed in no small measure to her defeat.
Can anyone here tell me what is the true interpretation -of the
second basis of peace outlined by the President in January last?
It rends: : 3

Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, ontside territorial
waters, alike in peace and in war, excepl ss the seas may be closed in
whole or in part by international action for the enforcement of inter-
national covenants.

If such had been the rule during the Civil War could supplies
have flowed uninterrupedly from Europe to the South by way of
Mexico? If in force during the present war, could supplies have
flowed uninterruptedly from North and South America to Ger-
many through Holland? I confess that I do not know what is
the true interpretation of the phrase * absolute freedom of navi-
gation upon the seas,” and as a representative of the people I
respectfully suggest that if the President’s interpretation in-
volves a departure from our traditions he should not propound
such interpretation ns a proposal in behalf of the American
publi¢ unless he is certain that the American public approves it.
How can he be certain that the American public approves an in-
terpretation which has never been made known to it?

It is hardly necessary for me to call attention to any other
basis of peace proposed by the President to illustrate my view=
point. There has never been a time in our history which called
for greater caution and wisdom. There has never been a time
when the practice of pitiless publicity, so frequently advocated
by the President, was more urgently required. The American
public is a reading public, a thinking public. - It does not hesi-
tate and will not hesitate to express its opinion if afforded an
opportunity. In my opinion the President should not in behalf
of the American public make proposals which involve a radical
departure unless he is certain that his proposal carries with it
the approval of the people. Though we are not bound by any
treaty which he may negotiate, still, in view of the fact that he
was chosen by the people to the highest position in the country,
other nations may not recognize that his proposals are subject
to our review and may feel affronted should we differ from him.
It is his duty as well as ours to act for the people; and, to avoid
misunderstanding, it seems to me that the people should be told
by him what is the interpretation which he places upon his bases
of peace and should be advised to what extent he intends in
their behalf to propose a poliey which may involve an abandon-
ment of our traditions, All I ask is that the public should be
taken into the confidence of the President, that he should afford
the public an opportunity to express its views, and, should it
appear that there is a pronounced view upon any subject, that
he will not run counter to it. It is for such reason that I have
introduced my motion.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in the very pertinent remarks
made by the distinguished Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Fre-
LINGHUYSEN] he adverted to the rather embarrassing position
in which the Members of the Senate would be placed in the
exercise of their constitutional duties should the peace confer-
ence act in accordance with and confirm the 14 points that were
advanced by the President as the proper basis for the treaty of
peace in his address to Congress on the 8th of January last.
Of course, a8 indicated by the Senator from New Jersey, every
Senator will be at liberty to exercise his own judgment con-
cerning the matter of confirming or rejecting any treaty that may
be submitted to the Senate; yet, as stated by the Senator from
New Jersey, every Senntor holding adverse views will be labor-
ing under very pariicular embarrassment, these views having
been presented by the Chief Executive of the country at the
peace conference. :

I want to submit, Mr. President, that the embarrassment will
be increased, however, by the fact that this address was made
to Congress nearly a year ago. On the Sth day of January last
the President announced his views as to the kind of a treaty
of peace which should be made., Up to within six weeks of this
time I have no recollection that any Member of the Senate has
expressel any divergence from those views thus announced by
the President. We have heard within the last 30 or 60 days no
little criticism of these 14 points as a proper basis for peace,
and much has been said concerning the indefiniteness of these
declarations and of the necessity for further elucidation of their
meaning in order to clear up the obscurify which may inhere
in them.

AMr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President 1

Mr. WALSH. Just a moment.

Now, Mr. President, we shall be under an added embarrass-
ment by reason of the fact that we did not speak earlier, as it
seems to me, in relation to these 14 points. If the address to
which we have listened this morning by the Senator from New
Jersey had been made immediately upon the address of the
President in January last, of course the world would have been
put upon notice that the I'resident did not speak the universal
voice of the people of America ; but it secems to me, Mr. President,
that, in the absence of any particular criticism of the address

e
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down to within the most recent times, the people of {he world
very justly assumed that the views thus expressed by the Presi-
dent were indorsed by this great Nation.

Now I yield to the Senator from Washingion.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I should like to ask the Senator from
Montana if it is not true that he heard at the time the President
made this address and various other addresses on the terms of
peace—some of them made even before we had begun the war
and continued at frequent intervals from that time down to the
present—criticism of the President for discussing terms of peace
while we were endeavoring to concentrate our energies upon
gaining the victory?

i Mr. WALSH. I have no such criticisms in mind. I do not

undertake to say that they were not made; but that is not the-

point that I am making. The President did declare that a treaty
ought to be made upon the basis that he laid down ; and I under-
take to say that, in this body at least, down to within 60 days
no dissent has been made from those principles; at least I speak
from my own recollection about the matter, E

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSIH. I have yielded to the Senator from Washington
[Mr, POINDEXTER].

Mr. KNOX.. May I correct the Senator from Montana as to

the facts?
Mr. WALSH. I have yielded to the Senator from Washington.
Mr, KNOX. May 1 have the floor for a moment?

Mr. POINDEXTER. I will conclude in just a moment.

Mr. KNOX. Very well

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, I want fo say in my
own behalf as an individual, enjoying the right of independent
opinion, as every other citizen of the country does, and in what-
ever responsibility devolves on me as a Senator of the United
States, that I do not feel that I am in default in not having
expressed opinions on this subject and I do not believe that

_the American people are in default upon it.

My understanding of the attitude of those who differed with
the President in regard to this matter is that they deprecated
the continuous discussion by the President, or by anybody else,
especially anyone else in anthority, of peace, and the cry of
peace, peace, peace, and what the terms of peace should be, be-
fore we had even been able to mobilize our resources to gain the
victory which was the essential foundation for any peace, what-
ever its terms might be.

Mr, KNOX. Mr. President— 7
{ Mr. WALSH. I now yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania,
¢ Mr. KNOX. Mr. President, referring to the specific propo-
sition of the Senator from Montana [Mr, WarsH] that he had
not heard in this body any dissent from the views expressed
by the President last January, I wish to eall the Senator’s at-
tention to the fact, which he has evidently overlooked, that, so
far from this body being estopped from criticizing the points
made by the President, the action of this body, at least techni-
cally, stands adverse to those points, and for this reason:
MWithin a day or two after the President had delivered his ad-
dress annonncing the 14 points the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Lewis] introduced into the Senate a resolution approving the
conditions of peace announced by the President. That resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations; it
was taken up by that committee for consideration, and it was
developed that to press the -resolution would be to cause a
spirited and untimely discussion of the subject upon the floor
of the Senate, which would not be to any advantage; and that
resolution lies to-day in the pigeonholes of the Committee on
Yoreign Relations.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the fact remains, however, as
I have stated, that no one has arisen on the floor, until the
Senator from New Jersey spoke this morning, to express the
slightest dissent.

I now desire to add further that in the month of May, 1016,
Adn a public address delivered in this city, which was introduced
as a part of the CoNGrEssIONAL REecorp, the President an-
nounced, in a general way at least, his adherence to the idea
of a league of nations for securing the permanent peace of the
world. I have no recollection of any particular criticism upon
ihe floor of the Senate of the views thus expressed by him until
within the last 60 days.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
Yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. WALSH. I yield.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Do I understand the Senator from
Montana to assert that the American public are irrevocably
committed to the 14 principles as declared nearly 11 months
ago by the President of the United States?

Mr. WALSH. XNo; I have not said so, and I have not said
that any Senator is irrevocably committed; but I do say that
any Senator who has remained silent for a year after these
views of the President have been expressed and after the
people of the world have had just reason for believing that he
spoke the views of the American people ought to hesitate a
little bit now about volcing his criticism.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN., May I state, in reply to the Senator
from Montana, that at that time we were at war, the outcome
of which was in doubt, and it was the feeling of many Sena-
tors, including myself, that at that time it was not proper to
criticize the peace terms of the President.

Mr. JOHNSON of California and Mr. KELLOGG addressed
the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from California.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Alr. President, I am very glad,
indeed, that the resolution was presented by the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], and much that he says finds
a very responsive echo in my own thought. I feel, as the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. PoixpeExTER] has stated, that no man
upon this floor is estopped from questioning, opposing, or con-
troverting the terms that were laid down by the President in his
address of January last. I recall that address most vividly. I
remember that after that address was made and the general prin-
ciples announced in it there were some of us who dissented very
vigorously from it, and I recall, too, that just one month later
the President of the United States made another address, in
which, substantially, he said that his previous terms were tenta-
tive and that they constituted but a provisional sketch. I do
not state his language exactly ; I state my interpretation of it.
I remember also that after that February address some of us
commented upon it and expressed our approval of it and our
approval of the fact that it was a modification of the January
address,

As the Senator from New Jersey well says, we are to-day in
the situation that we do not know the President's interpreta- -
tion of what he has stated regarding terms of peace; the Ameri-
can people do not know the President's interpretation of his 14
points, Some of them are nebulous; some of them are yet in-
definable; some of them as yet are not understood; and the
President of the United States has departed, or is about to de-
part, for a foreign shore, leaving the American people neither
understanding what he meant nor knowing what he goes for.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President—

Mr. JOHNSON of California. He says that he goes for the
purpose, as I understood his address the other day, of interpret-
ing fo somebody else the terms of peace that he laid down in
January last. What we ask, not in any partisan spirit at all
but echoing what our people ask, is that he interpret first to the
American people and to the American Congress.

Mr, PITTMAN, I wanted to ask a question of the Senator
from California.

Mr. TITOMAS, Mr. President, I rise to a parlinmentary in-
quiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Colorado will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. THOMAS, Has morning business been concluded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has not.

Mr. THOMAS, Then I ask for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Concurrent and other resolutions
are in order. y

PEACE TREATIES.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, I offer a resolution, which I
think is pertinent particularly at this time, and ask that it may,
be read and lie on the table.

The resolution (S. Res. 365) was read and ordered to lie on
the table, as follows:

Whereas the President of the United States on January 8, 1918, de-
clared that the first prerequisite of a durable peace was * open
covenants o?enly arrived at, after which there shall be mno l%r!vnte
international understandings of any kind, but diplomacy shall pro-
ceed always frankly and in the public view”; and

Whereas this was a clear denunciation of secret diplomacy, the chief
weapon of despotism, and the most prolific source of the world's dls-
turbance; and

Whereas no covenants of Jence can be concluded or be binding upon
the ggople of the Unit States except through treatles ratified by,
the Senate of the United States; and

TWhereas the people who waged and won this war in behalf of de«
mocracy are entitled to know in advance of their being bound by,
the terms of any treaties of peace: Therefore be It
Resolved, That when such treaty or itreaties of peace relative to the

termination of this war are transmitted to the Senate of the United

States for conslderation it or they shall at once and as soon as received

be made public, and that the consideration of the same and all discuse

gions relative ihereto shall be in the open sessions of the Senate.
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THE PRESIDENTIAL OFFICE.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Mr, President, before the morning busi-
‘mess is closed, 1 should like to secure unanimous consent to
‘comment for a few minutes upon a case which appears to me
as in point with regard to the discussion which occurred yes-
terday of the powers of the President when he leaves the terri-
torial limits of the United States. I shall take only a few
minutes—not more than 10 or 15 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none. .

Mr. SHAFROTH. Mr. President, I have found a case in the
Seventy-eighth Missouri Reports, at page 139, entitled State
ex rel. Crittenden against Walker, which, it seems to me,
covers this matter better than any case that has been presented
or any case that I have been able to find. It relates to the
gquestion as to what is the power of the governor upon leaving
the State, and as to whether or not a lieutenant governor can
take upon himself the powers of the governor as soon as the
governor crosses the boundary of his State. It arose when Mr.
Crittenden was governor of Missourl, and when he went to New
York upon some business affairs of the State and was gone a
considerable length of time. When he came back his salary
was held up by the auditor on the ground that he had been out
of the Btate, that there had been a lieutenant governor admin-
istering the affairs of the State, and therefore that he was not
entitled to receive all of his month’s salary from the State.

I will read extracts from the opinion:

“The question presented, therefore, is, Can the governor who
absents himself from the State for the purpose of performing
duties imposed wpon him by the constitution and laws of the
State be deprived of his salary during such absence? The at-
torney general, in an argument characterized for its plausi-
bility and ingenuity, insists that he can, and bases his argument
on the following section of the constitution: ‘In case of the
death, conviction or impeachment, failure to qualify, resigna-

. tion, absence from the State, or other disability of the gover-
nor, the powers, duties, and emoluments of the office for the
residue of the term, or until the disability shall be removed,
shall devolve upon the lieutenant governor.” It is insisted that
by virtue of this sectien, in ease of the absence of the governor
from the State for any purpose or for any period of time, how-
ever short, that pro tempore he ceases to be governor, and all
executive functions, as well as the emoluments of the office, de-
volve upon the lieutenant governer.”

I will call attention to the fact that that section is much more
specific than the clause of the Constitution of the United States,
because the clause in the Federal Constitution does not refer to
absence in specifie terms. It says simply :

“In case of the yemoval of the President from oflice, or of
hig death, resignation, or inability to discharge the powers and
duties of the said office, the same shall devolve on the Vice
President.”

There is no reference to his absence from the territory of the
United States. It is a pure guestion of ability or inability to
perform the duties of the office. The opinion continues:

*“We are of the opinion that the construction contended for is
too narrow, is not warranted by the section. Treating conviction
or impeachment either as meaning conviction on impeachment,
conviction of any crime as well as impeachment, it will be per-
ceived that there are five specified causes, upon the happening
of any one of which the duties and powers, as well as the salary
of governor, devolve upon the lieutenant governor. It will be
observed that four of these causes, viz, death, conviction on im-
peachment, failure to qualify, and resignation, are of such nature
as absolutely to create a vacancy in the office ; and all of the four
are of such character that no one of themn can occur without its
being a matter of such public notoriety as to be known through-
out the State in 24 hours after the death, impeachment, failure
to qualify, or resignation occurs, thus not leaving in doubt or to
conjecture the right of the lieutenant governor to assume at once
the performance of the duties and powers of the gubernatorial
office and to receive the emoluments thereof.

“In view of the fact that the death, impeachment, failure to
qualify, or resignation -of the governor involves necessarily a
vacancy in the office, and the further fact that whencever any
one of the abeve events occurs the right of the lientenant gov-
ernor is not left open to question or doubt, it may well be in-
sisted upon, as it is by relator, that the fifth specified cause,
wiz, ‘absence from the State,” does not mean elther an absence
from the State for the purpose of performing a duty imposed by

law upon the governor or a mere casual absence of a few days, |

but that it is necessarily implied from its comnection with the

other specified causes that such absence must be of such a char- |

acter as to indicate on the part of the governor an abdication
for the time beingz of the duties of the office, and such as, in the
opinion of the zovernor, would make it necessary for him to call

upon the lieutenant governor to take his place and perform such
duties as the condition of business in his oflice and the exigencies
likely to arise might require during such absence, and when so
called upon his authority to act could neither be questioned nor
his right to the emoluments of the office dénied until the gov-
ernor returned and resnmed his place.

“ Speaking for myself, and using the language of Ludeling,
C. J., in the case of the State ex rel. Warmoth v. Graham (26 La.
Ann.,, 568; s. ¢, 21 Am. Rep., 551), when a like question was
under eonsideration, I do not believe * that it was ever contem-
plated that the movements of the governor should be watched
with a view that the lieutenant governor * ~* #* ghould slip
isnto his =zeat the moment he stepped acrosg the borders of the

tate.

“1t is neither provided by the constitution nor by any law of
the State how the absence of the governor from the State shall
be ascertained or made known either to the people or to the
lieutenant governor, so as to authorize him to assume the func-
tions of the executive office or to impart knowledge of the fact
to the people of his authority so that it may be recognized and
unquestioned.

“In the event of the death, impeachment, failure to gualify,
or resignation of the governor no such difficulty presents itself.
If the lieutenant governor or auditor may assume to determine
that any absence of the governor from the State, without refer-
ence to the purpose of the absence or the character and extent
of it, is such an absence as for the time being ousts him of his
office and casts upon the lieutenant governor the powers, duties,
and emoluments of the office, why might they not, in passing
upon the meaning of the words occurring in said said section * or
other disability of the governor,’ determine that he was disabled
by reason of insanity, without waiting for the judgment of the
court pronouncing him insane, in a proceeding to determine that
question by inquest of lunacy.

“The only authority we have found upon the question is the
ecase of the State ex rel. Warmoth v. Graham (26 La. Ann.,
568), which was a proceeding by mandamus to compel the
anditor to pay the warrant of the governor for his salary
from the 6th to the 19th of May, 1871, and from the 26th of
June to the 17th of July, 1871. The auditor refused to pay
this warrant on the ground and for the reason that during
said perlods the governor was absent from the State and that
the duties of governor, as well as his salary, devolved upon the
lientenant governor, to whom the salary had been paid.

“ Under the constitution and laws of Louisiana, it is pro-
vided, as it is in our Constitution, that in the absence of the
governor from the State, or his inability to discharge the
duties of the office, the powers nnd duties as well as the salary
of the office devolve upon the lieutenant governor. It was
held in that case that it was the duty of the auditor to pay
the warrant, and as it is the only case in point we have been
able to find it is deemed not inappropriate to quote what was
an’id by the court in the disposition of the guestion, which is as
follows:

171t is evident if the lieutenant governor be awthorized to
assume the funetions of the governor during any temporary
absence of the governor from the State, he may also, whenever
the governor is unable to attend to the duties of his office
on account of sickness, in case of “ inability to discharge the
powers and duties of the office.”” We do not believe this to be
the meaning intended by the framers of the constitution. The
inability to discharge the duties of the office, as well as the
absence from the State spoken of in the article, are such as
would affect injuriously the publie interest. The mere absence

‘at Pass Christian, within a few hours’ run of the capital, could

not by any poessibility affect the public interest. How is the
absence of the governor to be ascertained? It is manifest that
there ought to be some certain proof accessible to the publie
from which they may with certainty derive the knowledge as
to who is anthorized to act as governor of the State., As the
law makes no provision for the mode in which the governor
shall manifest to the public his absence from the State, it nec-
essarily is left to his discretion, subject to his responsibility
to the people. If the interests of the State should suffer in
consequence of his prolonged absence, he would be amenable
to public sentiment and to the control of the impeaching
power of the State. Some publie record should be made of the
intended absence, or the govermor should publicly place the
lientenant governor in charge of the government, so that the
term of absence shall appear of record, and during such absence
the acts of the acting governor would be of unquestionable
validity. Anything less than this might create confusion and
uncertainty.’

“The only difference between the above case and the one
before us is that it does not appear that the governor of
Louisiana was absent from the State in tbe discharge of a duty
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jmposed upon him by law, while in the case under considera-
tion the governor was absent for the purpose of performing a
duty which the law enjoined upon him in conjunction with
others. And while the facts in the present case do not call
upon us to go as far as the eourt went in said case, it may
not be improper to say that the views therein expressed are
not inconsistent with sound reason, and if an enlightened
court under a constitution and laws which, like our Constitution,
devolve the duties of the office of governor upon the lieutenant
governor in the event of the absence of the governor from the
State, has determined, as it did in the case above cited, that the
absence of the governor from the State for a limited time
creates no such vacancy in the office as to authorize the lien-
tenant governor to assume the duties and prerogatives and
receive the salary of the governor, it is, at the very least, per-
guasive authority for the soundness of the conclusion we have
reached that the absence of the governor from the State for the

purpose of performing a duty cast upon him by law did not

authorize the lieutenant governor to assume the functions of
his office during such absence and receive his salary.”

Mr. President, the Constitution imposes upon the Chief Exec-
utive the duty to negotiate and make treaties, subject to rati-
fication by the Senate. It does seem to me that as the peace
of our own Nation and of all the nations of the world is involved
it is the highest official duty of the President to be at that
place where he can be of most benefit to our own country.
In my judgment, his presence at the peace table will be the
inspiration which will produce a treaty based upon American
ideals. I can not conceive that any court would declare his
“inability to discharge the powers and duties” of his office
when he is performing his highest duty imposed by the Con-
stitution itself.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President——

Mr. SHAFROTH. I yield to the Senator.

. Mr. KELLOGG. I thought the Senator had yielded the
oor.

Mr, SHAFROTH. Very well, I will yield the floor.

Mr. KEELLOGG. As the morning hour seems to be taken up
by general discussion, I ask unanimous consent o submit some
remarks upon the guestion of a league of nations and the reso-
guon] introduced by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.

~ox].

The VIOE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

Mr. OVERMAN. Will the Senator from Minnesota yield to
me to have an order made?

Mr. KELLOGG. I yield for that purpose.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—POMEROY PARKER.
On motion of Mr. OvERMAN, it was

Ordered, '.l‘h.nt lum be granted to withdraw the files of the
Senate the l’BCgﬂ ying the bill 8. 7281, Bixu' first Congress,
second to cor the military record of Pomeroy Parker, no
adverse repott having been made thereqn.

i COMMITTEE SERVICE.

' Mr., MARTIN of Virginia. The Senator from Minnesota
kindly yields to me to have an order made for a commiitee as-
signment, which I send to the desk.

The order was read and agreed to, as follows:

‘Ordered, That Senator VARDAMAN be assigned to the chairmanship
g:te the Comm.ittee on Ha.nuhctnrea, and that he, on his own request,

further service as chairman of the Commitiee on
Conserntion o! National B.asources. but not from membership thereof,

I LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr, KELLOGG. Mr, President, were the revenue bill now
before the Senate, or any very pressing legislation demanding
our attention, I should not take the time of the Senate to'discuss
this subject. But, Mr. President, the Senate, the coordinate
treaty-making body, is not represented upon the peace commis-
gion, and the only way we have of making our views known
upon the important world Issues of to-day is by a resolution ot
the Senate declaring principles or by the individual expressions
of Senators upon the floor.

I am not complaining of this situation, but it was with
interest that I saw the resolution introduced by the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kxox] yesterday, declaring certain
principles. That resolution is entirely different from the
resolution of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CumMINS] pro-
viding for the appointment of commissioners to visit Ver-
sailles during the sitting of the peace commission, That resolu-
tion I do not approve of. It is proper that the Senate should
express ifs views in a resolution upon any subject. I do not
think it proper for the Senate to send commissioners or ambassa-
dors to Versailles to the peace conference. They would have

no position; they would not be entitled to admission to the
conferences of the commissioners of the allied and other nations;
they would be embarrassed in their position and they would
embarrass our friends, the English, French, and Italian com-
nmiissioners, who woull desire, of course, to show respect to the
representatives of this great body. They would also embarrass
the President.

I believe that the first object of the Senate and of the Senators
is the good of the Nation and their desire is that the President
and his commissioners may bring out of the great conference at
Versailles a solution which will reflect honor upon this Nation
and will be a lasting benefit in the generations to come. That
ought to be the controlling motive of the Senate, even though
we may believe that the Senate should have been represented
upon the commission.

I merely make this remark in passing in order to distinguish
the resolution from that of the Senator from Pennsylvania. I
shall not discuss the resolution at length, but some of its pro-
visions are inseparably connected with the subject upon which
I crave the permission of the Senate to submit a few remarks.

Our objects in this war might well be stated by the Senate,
and perhaps after the settlement of those questions directly
involved it would be better to postipone to some future period
the question of a league of nations or a change of the gemeral
rule for the freedom of the sea.

I take it that we entered the war not for any vague idea of
establishing world democracy or a league of nations, but for a
definite purpose, because our rights upon the high seas had been
invaded, our citizens murdered, the agents of Germany had
plotted in our midst against our peace and security, violated our
laws, and ineited our neighbors to war with us. In order that
we might make this country safe against the domination of Ger-
many, we went to war. I think it quite proper that when those
issues are settled around the great council table, the issues of
indemnity to Belgium, France, and Serbia and other nations,
what shall be done with the German Navy and the German mili-
tary armaments, and many, many other questions, it would be
proper to take up the question of a league of nations, not alone
between the belligerent countries, but with all the civilized na-
tions of the world, because the neutral nations are as muech in-
terested in the subject as we are. :

Furthermore, that conference will be interested, at least the
principal nations of Europe will be interested, in defining the
boundaries and in declaring the independence and perhaps guar-
anteeing the integrity of various nations or would-be nations of
Europe, I take it that this country is only very indirectly in-
terested in that subject, and that we are not going to fix the
boundaries of the Balkan States or other States of Eastern
Europe, or of those people who aspire to sovereignty, and that we
are not going by an armed force to guarantee those boundaries or
guarantee the integrity of those countries during all the years to
come.

Are we to police the vast and disturbed domain of Russia or
be forever embroiled in the Balkan troubles or the troubles
over the Golden Horn or the aspirations of Poland? While we
should hope that they will be settled so that each of the great
peoples of the world may have an opportunity to develop their
nationality, yet it is another question if we are called upon to
fix their boundaries, their autonomy, and to forever guarantee
them., That is the entanglement against which the Father of
his Country warned us.

Furthermore, I am admonished when I come to study the
question of a league of nations that no peace convention could
possibly settle upon the terms of such a league within the time
that the great issues of this war should be determined. The
world has been disturbed and ravished for four years. The na-
tions are weary of war. It is now practically over, and as soon
as possible the issues pertaining to the war should be seitled,
our Army returned, and we and all the other nations allowed to
pursue the pathways of peace. But I do not mean by that that
we should not make an effort toward a league or concert of
nations which shall have in mind the preservation of the peace
of the world.

Mr. President, the establishment of a league of nations is,
I believe, now foremost in the minds of statesmen as well as
in the minds of the people of the civilized world. It is being
discussed by publicists and journalists the world over. The
impelling causes which at this time bring this ancient and hon-
orable subject before the public are too fresh in our minds to
need extended discussion.

The appalling calamity through which the world has just
passed, the destruction of life, the awful suffering, the shock-
ing erimes committed under the guise of war, and the waste
of nations has created anew in the minds of the suffering people
a determination to put an end to such conflicts,
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Tt is probably too much to hope that the world will be per-
manently at peace. De Segur, the great general and historian
of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic régime, said:

i1’}.'11:!&‘131'&;:“ peace is the dream of the wise; war is the history of man-

nd. Y

As much as the world longs for peace to-day, we are con-
fronted by the cold facts that unfortunately this is true. A
league of nations to enforce peace has been a favorite theme
for discussion by benevolent statesmen and publicists for 2,000
years. From the Hellenic League to the Holy Alliance—in fact,
to the last Hague convention—it has been tried time and again,
and although its ameliorating influences have undoubtedly been
felt in decreasing the number of those conflicts which from
time to time have devastated countries, yet the wrecks of na-
tions, scattered along the pathway of human progress, testify
to its failure as a complete preventative of war.

This, however, should not discourage us. I believe the time
has come to try to establish a league to prevent war and to
enforce peace, which may not be an entire preventative, but,
backed by a world public sentiment, will have a tremendous
influence toward maintaining just and equitable relations be-
tween nations and preventing the horrors of war.

If ever there was a period in history when it behooves states-
men to exert themselves to the utmost to find some means for
the settlement of those controversies which divide nations other
than the resort to arms, the present is the time.

1 do not for a moment disparage the principles upon which we,
with the allied nations, have carried on this war. I was an
advocate of entering the contest. I believe the cause was suf-
ficient, and the prineciples for which we were fighting soared
“high above the horrors of the battle field; that America in this
struggle has found her soul. The splendid spirit of her sons who
have given their lives in this sacrifice, the splendid spirit of the
people which has made it possible to send that great tidal wave
of humanity to erush the devastating military power of Ger-
many, does not lead us into the paths of war but into the paths
of peace. We should not overlook this fact. The peoples of the
world, the toiling millions upon whom this war has fallen with
crushing weight, were determined that it should end by victory,
and are determined now that no step shall be neglected which
will tend to bring a permanent peace.

I have no sympathy with the tenets of socialism, State
or international. The growth of this spirit has been aug-
mented by the abuses of war, and I am willing to lift my voice
jin favor of a league of nations to maintain peace. But I am not
in favor of an Impracticable, I might say an impossible, scheme
‘that I believe yet rests in the brain of the dreamer and in the
womb of the far-distant future, The condition of the world is
far better for the successful establishment and maintenance of
‘such a league at this time than ever before. No league of na-
tions can succeed unless it originates and is sustained by an
‘honest public sentiment of the peoples involved, and unless the
/Governments joining in such league are responsive to the de-
mands of the people. These conditions exist to-day to a greater
‘degree than ever before. I believe with the closing of this war
irresponsible government will have practically disappeared from
the face of the earth and in its place there must come in Russia,
in the central empires, and in the other nations, a government
responsive to the will and voice of the people, such as exists to-
day in the great allied nations, fighting, as we all hope, the last
world war for the supremacy of right and justice. One thing is
sure. Unless Germany changes her attitude toward the rest of
the world, unless the aspirations and policies which have guided
that nation in the past are to be changed and a more enlightened
isentiment shall control the German people, and a government is
established responsive to this sentiment, there must be a league
of the allied nations to see that Germany is rendered powerless
'to renew the contest.

Again, another thing which will make a far more permanent
peace is the abolition of the system of secret treaties and alli-
ances. I believe, as I have said before, that the treaties which
close this greatest of world conflicts and settle the disputes upon
which the future of nations depends should be made in the
open, in the light of public opinion, and approved by an honest
world sentiment. How many leagues of nations, like the Holy
Alliance, have foundered upon the rocks of disaster because
they were based upon false principles of justice and sustained
by secret alliances and the hope of dynastic supremaecy? I de-
plore what seems to be the disposition of the President not to
«take the American people into his confidence, especially that
body of the supreme legislative power of the Nation, the coordi-
nate treaty-making body, the United States Senate. So far as
possible we should know his views upon the difficult problems
which must be settled in Paris. I would have the world in-
formed as to the progress of the negotiations and the principal

issues involved from time to time between nations surrounding
the council table. It is only in this way that a healthy public
sentiment can be expressed and a peace arrived at which shall
meet the judgment of the civilized world.

I come now to the more concrete question—what kind of a’
league or concert of nations we should approve—and upon this
subject I desire not to make dogmatic statements but to keep
an open mind. If I am permitted to take part in the delibera-
tions of the Senate upon the confirmation of the treaty of peace,
I shall go as far as possible in sustaining measures necessary,
to prevent the recurrence of war, provided they do not infringe
upon those national rights which I believe all of us deem to be
necessary to the future prosperity and happiness of this people.

I listened with interest to the eloquent speech of the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Reep] voicing his opposition to a league of
nations. Granting his premises or definition of a league of na-
tions, I do not, in the main, disagree with him. But it depends
upon what we consider to be a proper league of nations. If you
mean by a league of nations that there shall be established a
world supergovernment, with legislatures and judicial tribu-
hals—under which the signatory powers will be to some extent
vassal states—with power to legislate or interfere with our inter-
nal affairs, our foreign trade, our tariff duties, our regulations of
commerce, the development and disposgition of the great natural
resources of this country, I say emphatically I am not in favor,
and I know of no one, except, possibly, some extreme, imprac-
tical dreamer, who would favor such a scheme. I have studied,
as far as possible, the public expressions upon this subject
during the war, and I believe that the great preponderance of
sentiment of the leading statesmen and publicists of the world,
as well as all the organs of public expression, is that such a
scheme, or any scheme of a world government whose laws can
be enforced by international tribunals, is impracticable and in-
advisable.

I do not favor the establishment of any supergovernment
over nations. Nor do I believe, considering our position, that
it would be policy to do it. Furthermore, I am of the opinion
that under the principles of our form of Government, estab-
lished by the Constitution, we have no power to enter into such
a treaty. The Constitution of the United States irrevocably,
vests the government in the legislative branch, to be elected by,
the people, the execution of the laws in the executive branch,
and the judicial to construe those laws and to perform other
judicial duties. a

Under Article VI of the Constitution it is provided that— 1

This Constitution and the laws of the United States which shall be
made in pursuance thereof, and all treaties made, or which shall be made,
under the authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the
land, and the judges in every State shall be bound thereby, anything in
the constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding,

While it is true that in this country a treaty, if it is sclf-
executory, has the effect of a law, and if it pertains to any sub-
ject within the treaty-making power is supreme over the laws
and constitutions of States, yet it is not supreme over the
Constitution of the United States or of a subsequent law of Con-
gress, for it is clear that under the Constitution Congress has
power to denounce any treaty.

Let me illustrate, for example. Suppose we should join a
league of nations with an international force which had author-
ity to bind the signatory powers to make war upon any country,
and such league should undertake to exercise such power. The
Constitution of the United States irrevocably places in the Con-
gress the power to declare war. Has the Senate of the United
States and the President under the treaty-making power the au-
thority to enter into a treaty that will permit a supergovern-
ment of the world to Involve us in war or to declare war for us
against another nation? That is one case of many which
might be made to illustrate this principle.

Mr. President, I ask permission, without reading, to insert in
the Recorp a quotation from the decision in Whitney v. Robert-
son (124 U. 8., 190). )

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission to do
so is granted. \

The matter referred to is as follows: !

A treaty is primarily a contract between two or more independent
nations, and is so regarded by writers on public law. For the infrac-
tion of its provisions a remedy must be sought by the injured party

recﬂmﬂona upon the other. When the stipulations are not
self-executing—that is, reTlﬂre no legislation to make them operative—
to that extent they have the force and effect of a legislative enactment,
Conm, may modify such provisions, so far as they bind the United
Stazea, or supersede them ther. By the Constitution a treaty is
laced on the same footing and made of like obligation with an act of
Peg'lslation. Both are declared by that instrument te be the supreme
law of the land, and mo superior eficacy is given to either over the
other. When the two relate to the same subject, the courts will alwags
endeavor to construe them so as to give effect to both, if that can be

done without violating the language of either; but if the two are in-
consistent, the one lu‘t in date wlﬁ°control the other, provided always
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the stipulation of the treaty on the subject Is self-executing. If the
countiry with which the treaty is made is dissatisfled with the action
of the legislative department, it may present its- complaint to the
executive head of the Government and take such other measures as it
may deem essential for the protection of its interests.

Mr. KELLOGG. In the case of Thomas v. Gay (169 U. 8.,
264), the Supreme Court said—and I will read this, for it is
very short and, I think, very pertinent:

It is well settled that an act of Congress may supersede a prior

treaty and that any questions that may arise are beyond the sphere
of judicial cognizance and must be met by the political department of

the Government..
be said that a treaty can not change the Constitution

It need hardl
or be held valid if it be in violation of that instrument. This results

from the nature and fundamental principles of our Government. The
effect of treaties and acts of Congress, when In conflict, is not settled
by the Constitution. But the question is not involved in any doubt as
to its proper solutlon. A treaty may supersede a prior act of Congress
and an nct of Congress may supersede a prior treaty. (Foster v,
Nellson, 2 I'et., 253 ; Taylor v. Morton, 2 Curt., 454.)

It would seem, therefore, of questionable propriety as well as
doubtful authority to attempt to establish over this country
an arbitral chamber or tribunal which can, without the consent
of our legislative anthority, in any way control our internal poli-
cles or any activities of the Government which are, by our Con-
stitution, committed to the legislative authority. While some
of the foreign governments are not embarrassed by such limited
powers, yet I believe it is the consensus of opinion of the leading
nations of the world that any such plan of supergovernment is
impracticable.

It is, of course, impossible for me, in the space of these
remarks, to review the principal expressions even of the leading
statesmen of the world upon this intricate and difficult prob-
lem. I think there is great diversity of opinion among the
allied powers, centering, however, upon a general and almost
universal sentiment that some league or general treaty must
be made which will have an effect to prevent the recurrence
of such a ealamity. The nearest expression to a national senti-
ment, perhaps, comes from the House of Lords in England. All
the leading statesmen in England have declared in favor of some
kind of a league of nations ; not, however, such a one as received
the condemnation of the Senator from Missouri.

On the 19th of March, 1918, Lord Parmoor moved, in the
House of Lords, the following resolutions:

That this House approves of the principle of a leafue of nations
and the constitutlon of a tribunal whose orders shall be enforeible
by an adequate sanction.
| Mark those words.

After most elaborate debate, the resolution was modified and
adopted, reading as follows:

That this House approves the principle of a league of nations and
commends to His esty’'s Government a study of the conditions
required for its realization.

, Quite a different thing. 3

| The debate was participated in by Lord Parmoor, the Mar-
quis of Lansdowne; Lcrd Bryce; Lord Parker, a thorough
student of the subject; Lord Curzon, a member of the Govern-
ment; and many others. I wisgh to briefly quote from some of
those statesmen their views upon this important question.

In the discussion of the subject, Lord Parker, who has been
pne of the advocates of a league of nations, said:

As soon as the risk of war becomes great, nations will begin to settle
thelr differences by other means. Arbitrations nm{‘l be resorted to,
bly Imternational councils or international conelllation boards ma,
e made use of, but tribunals in the ordinary sense of the word—leg:

tribunals for the administration of international law based upon an
organized international force—Iis a very different matter, and one which
must be left, in my opinion, to grow out of that sense of mutual obliga-
tion which Is beginn ng to exist amongst nations. If we attack that
part of the problem at first, I have very serlous fears that the whole
structure which we are trying to build may fall about our ears. Prob-
ably if any dispute now arose between curselves and any other great
nation—say the Unlted States of Amerlca—the nations in difference
would eas arrive at some means of settling the dispute otherwise
than by war, whether by a tribunal ad hoc or in some other way. It
is a very serlous matter to ask great nations in the present da{ to agree
beforehand to submit disputes of whatever nature to the arbitrament
of a tribunal consisting of representatlves of some two dozen or three
dozen Btates, many of whom may be indirectly interested in casting
thelr votes on this side or on that,

Lord Bryce, who, everyone knows, is a distinguished scholar
of the science of government and international law, diseussing
this problem on June 26, 1918, in the House of Lords, said:

Now, the creation of such a machinery as that to which I have
referred, the provision of means for the Pacmc settlement of disputes
instead of resorting to war, Is a difficult and an infinitely complex
question. Attempts have been made heretofore—the one which is most
amillar to your Lordnhifs was that made under bad auspices by the
Holy Alllance in 1815—to provide some method for permanent peace.
That attempt was destined to fallure from the false principles upon
which it was founded. We must iio far deeper, and found it upon prin-
cllﬂea compatible with freedom. do not for a moment underrate the
difficulties which must be faced, and I think that we may dismiss all
those grandiose notions of what has been called a federation of the
world, an attempt to induce the great States to forego their aoverdfnmtbye

and to submit themselves to some superior authority and to
an international army. All these schemes, if they ever are realizable,

must belong to & very distant future, and I do not think we ought to
contemplate any further limitation of sovereignty than is necessarily
involved in the obligations undertaken by a treaty. But, however Jim-
ited and cautious our plans may be, it is not to be denied that the
difficulties in the way are very great, and that the questions to be
solved are of the utmost comFIexity. I do not think anyone can appre-
clate how great those difficultles are unless he addresses himself to a
close and long-continued study of the gubject, and to the various plans
that have beéen advanced.

Earl Curzon, while supporting the general principles of a
league of nations and arbitration of the disputes which lead to
war, used the following significant language, which I ask to
include in the Recorp without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered,

The matter referred to is as follows:

Then I come to the gquestlon of the sanction, which also, I think,
must be somewhat closely scrutinized. The two forms suggested have
been that of economic pressure or boycott and that of the use of foree.
In shcory economic pressure is, of course, the easiest method to adgpt,-
and it would seem prima facie to be likely to be the most effective. ou
suspend commercial intercourse with the offending natlon; you stop
her imports and exports so far as you can; you prohibit communication
by telegraph, b ephone, bg pos{. by ra!'lway, by wireless telegraphy
with her ; you desist from {en ing her capital or from paying her debts;

ou blockade her coasts. Well, a good many of these expedients wae

ave adopted ; almost the whole of them we are practicing in the present
war. They dia not, it is true, succeed in preventing the war; they
have not, at any rate at present, curtailed its duration. But I should
like to put it in this wa?r: I doubt very much whether, if Germany had
anticipated when she p ugfed Into war the conséquences, commercial,
financial, and otherwise, which would be entailed upon her by two, three,
or four years of war, she would have as eager to plunge in as she
was. Remember this: Though we have not done t]pc bly all that we
desired, we have done a great deal, and we could have done a great
deal more if your hands had not been tied by certain difficulties. It is
naturally a delicate matter for me to allude to this. A good many of
them have been removed by the entry of the United States of America
into the war, but we have alwngs the task of handling with freat and
necessary delicacy the neutral States, and this difficulty still remains
with us. But observe that this dificulty will not arise if you have a
league of nations to which all the States belong, because then there will
be no neutral States whose interests you will have to consider,

This brings me to the final point of the proposed sanction force. And
here I am very much in agreement with what I understood to be the
argument of my noble friend, Lord Bryce. Some people seem to Imagine
that you can set up an international court—or a supernational court,
I suppose it ought to be called—with an international police. The

owers in general under these suggestions are to retain only such
orces a3 the court may decree; the whole of them are to be at the
disposal of the central tribunal; and if that were so, it i3 clear that
such a force would bave to be so preponderant in numbers and in the
other elements of atren%th as to exercise an overwhelming superiorl%
in arms over any offending party with whom it might have to deal.
SFeakins for myself, I doubt not merely the wisdom but the possibility
of setting up an international police. I doubt wery much whether
sovereign States would submit to thls restriction, almost this derclga-
tion of their snverelxn?. and I do not see how an international police,
marshaled and set on foot in the way I have described, would be able
to cope with the difficulties that might arise, not so much in Europe, but
in the heart of the African continent or elsewhere,

1 sufgest. In respect of all these schemes, that we should not proceed
too quickly or too far. I think that the attempt at this mie to con-
struct a hard-and-fast juridical system would be attended with failure;
and if you fail now, observe that gou not only destroy the chances
of the echeme which you may be ing to construct, but you may
throw back the movement for generations, That has e fate—
I was alluding to history just now—of those earlier attempts at
leagues of nations; tl;g{ were LErel:l:l.u.tuna 1 they were presently diverted
from their proper object, and they exp!rec'( in ridicule and scorn.

Mr. KELLOGG. It is sufficient to say that, while Earl Curzon
suggests economic pressure, he dissents emphatically from any,
superjudicial tribunal whose decree shall be put into effect by,
international force. He is speaking, we must remember, after,
the greatest contest and the greatest trial the British Government
has ever ed through probably in all its history, and certainly,
since the Napoleonic wars,

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President— ;

The VICH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota
yield to the Senator from Illinois? :

Mr. KELLOGG. I yield to the Senator. |

Mr. LEWIS. May I not ask the able Senator if he will not
recall that Lord Curzon, particularly in the very matters to which
the Senator is alluding, seems to rest his final determination
upon the inability of having all nations become a party to the
league? To use an ordinary phrase, his stumbling block was as
to whether we could bring all nations into the league, but he did
not say—and I yleld to the Senator's better memory, as I have not
had that proceeding so lately before me as the Senator has—in
that same discussion, following Lord Bryce and others, that the
league would depend for success upon having all of the nations
enter into It.

Mr. KELLOGG. I do not think so. "4

Mr. LEWIS. And that upon that he rested his conclusion.

Mr, KELLOGG. I have read with great care, within the last
few weeks, all of the debates in the House of Lords and the
House of Commons upon that subject; I have read the principal
comments of the European journals, including the French, and
I do not recollect that Lord Curzon or any of the other dis-
tinguished English statesmen placed their objection upon that
ground ; but they placed their objection upon the ground stated
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by TLord Parker, Lord Bryce, and Lord Curzon in the quotations
1 have given.

1t is true that Mr. Balfour and the prime minister, Lloyd
George, have made general declarations in favor.of a league of
nations, as we hear constantly in the press and by Senators’
declarations that they are in favor of a league of nations, but it
depends upon what the league of natlons is to be. When you
come to define it as a supertribunal, a standing. army of the
world, whereby nations of necessity give up their sovereignty or
a portion of their sovereignty, few statesmen of the present day,
I believe, recommend it or are in favor of it. .

I was saying that the statesmen of Great Britain were stand-
ing with the great war then in their faces. They were looking
over the past three years of bloodshed and ruin which had tried
the British nation as never before in its history, and they were
longing for peace. They were Anglo-Saxon statesmen, whose
desire was to spread the doctrine of liberty over the world and
not that of military power ; and yet these gentlemen, with their
clear-sighted vision, did not recognize in a league of nations of
this kind a solution of the world’s difficulties, but did recognize
the necessity for a closer relation, a concert of nations, an edu-
cated public national and international sentiment, that will go
far toward ending these ferrible struggles.

The discussion in the House of Lords, as well as the discus-
sion in the House of Commons, by the principal ministers in the
present Government, leads me to the conclusion that England
is probably willing to go as far as if not farther than any of the
other nations of Europe in the establishment of a league of na-
tions which shall exercise the right of mediation, conciliation,
and arbitration of disputes between nations which lead to war;
that England is not ready to pronounce in favor of a super-
judiecial tribunal, whose decrees shall be executed by interna-
tional armed force; but I think it is the consensus of opinion
of her statesmen that she is willing to go much further than
heretofore in the establishment of suitable machinery for medi-
ation, conciliation, and arbitration, and to exert international
pressure by concert of peoples for maintenance of peace. It
will be seen that some of her public men advocate economie
pressure; others the appeal to the enlightened sentiment of the
nations. 3

In France there has been no declaration by resolution of the
Chamber of Deputies or the Senate, so far as I am aware, ex-
pressing an opinion upon this subject.

I am informed that a commission was appointed by the French
Government to study this important question—I believe it was
headed by that distinguished jurist, Leon Bourgeoise—that a
report has been made which has been furnished to the allied
Governments, and that our Governent has a copy, although I
have not had the opportunity of seeing it and can only state
what developed in the debate in the House of Lords and from
what I have gathered from the French journals.

Lord Curzon stated on June 26, 1918, that such a report had
been made and communicated fo the allied nations, but that it
had not yet reached the British Government. He said:

The French commission appears to have polnted out that it would be
ont of the question to set up an international police—a State above all
other States whose aims should be to substitute law for force in the
settlement of these national disputes. That is a statement of opinion
with which I think we shall all concur.

This commission was appointed by the French Government, as
I understand, simply to make inquiry and recommendations;
that it has no authority to speak for the Government, From the
accounts in the French papers I would judge that while this
report has not been made public the conclusions of the cominis-
sion have, to a considerable extent, reached the public through
the press. As near as I can judge, the French commission does
not recommend any league of nations having control over the
governmental affairs of the signatory powers. The commission
apparently recommends the continuance of The Hague tribunals,
a provision for the submission to an arbitration tribunal of those
legal questions which are called, in diplomatic parlance, jus-
ticiable as distinguished from political, and the establishment
of a court or commission of conciliation or mediation, to be com-
posed of representatives from each country, which shall take up
and adjust, if possible, those political or nonjusticiable disputes
between nations. The question I am in doubt upon is what
pressure or power this commission recommends for the enforce-
ment of the judgment of such commissions. .I am led to believe
that the pressure of public opinion is the principal one relied
upon and that if any force is recommended it is after all other
means have been exhausted, and I am not clear that such force
is recommended at all.

Mr. Robert E. Olds, a lawyer of distinction, a student of the
affairs of government, and who has had an exceptional oppor-
tunity to observe public sentiment in France, writes me on Octo-
ber 14 as follows:

I assume vou also.are following closely the career of that anclent and
honorable idea of a league of natioms. It is a favorite theme at tha
conclusion of all imnt wars. I try to read each day the London Times
and a couple of Paris Fperﬂ (nsually the Figaro and the Gaulois or
Journal des Debats), wo or three times a week I get the Journal de
. The British and French periodicals are also, of course, avail.
able. The English, I find, are prefty generally for the league, although
opinion is by no means unanimous.

I think I have shown the kind of a league that the English
statesmen are in favor of.

In France the idea has taken no root at all. I have looked in vain foz
any rational discussion of it. There is a studied avoidance of the sub-
Jject alike by statesmen, publicists, and journalists. One gains the dis-
tinct impression that the French regard the noticn as chimerical and
visionary. Perhaps the national loatlalng of Germany and the conse-
guent reluctance to go into any combination of which Germany might
be a member goes far to explain the attitude.

For these who have not already done so, I suggest the con-
sideration of an outline of a league of nations proposed by Lord
Parker in his speech in the House of Lords on the 19th of March.
I do not believe that we are going to enter into a treaty of peace
to end (his great war without an earnest effort, guided by all
the wisdom and experience of preceding ages, to arrive at some
agreement, some league or concert of nations, which shall exer-
cise Influence not only upon world public sentiment but in
guiding nations to the pathway of peace and preventing a con-
flict of arms. I am not, of course, willing that this country, if
we could do so, ghould turn over to any supergovernment con-
trol over our domestic policies, the development of our great
natural resources, or our trade and commerce with other na-
tions, questions of immigration, of customs duties, or the Monroe
doctrine. We are fortunately situated. We produce within our
domain not only our own needs but a surplus of all the prin-
cipal raw materials going into the commerce of the world.
With food supplies, iron, copper, oil, timber, cotton, and other
products there are but few things for which we must depend
upon the outside world. But we should undoubtedly yield, as
far as possible, in order that at the close of the war we and the
other nations shall not commence to prepare for the next war.

In addition to the enormous burden which this war has left
upon the belligerent nations, upon our country as well as the
European countries, are we to press down upon the people the
burden of growing armament and gigantic militarism?

I have not advocated that we should not always be prepared
to meet and protect our territory and our rights, but that
if possible we should stop the competition of growing arma<
ment between nations. Nor do I advocate that we should under-
take, in concert with other nations, fo fix the boundaries of all
the States of Europe and by leagues of nations guarantee their
boundaries and the integrity of their Governments. This is
not within the scope of international action to try and obtain
concert of the leading Governments to adjust the disputes of
nations and prevent resort to arms.

As far as I am able to judge the consensus of public opinion
among the allied nations to-day is in favor of the general prin-
ciples of a league of nations to prevent war. You may say this
is generalization. I think we may go further and say that
the consensus of opinion is that there should be a league by,
treaty binding all the signatory powers which shall provide
not only for mediation, but shall make it the duty of the powers
joining to offer mediation between contending nations; that
it shall provide for commissions of investigation and conciliaton
and provide for the members to submit their disputes to arbi«
tration. The vital point, to be sure, is what disputes shall be
submitted and what means shall be taken to compel the en-
forcement of the decrees of the arbitral tribunals. I realize
this is the difficult point. It is sald that unless there is some
force to execute the decrees of the tribunal the whole proceed-
ing will be a farce, that nations like Germany will neither submit
nor abide by the judgment.

In the first place, I believe, the conditions for conciliation .
and arbitration have never Leen as favorable as to-day and as
they will be in the future. Nations heretofore have hesitated to
agree to submit their disputes to arbitration for the reason that
they did not wish to go into a court perhaps more or less in-
terested in the question or kindred questions and submit mat-
ters vital to the national life to arbitration, and various schemes
of excluding from arbitration those questions which were con-
sidered quite nonjusticiable or vital to the nation's welfare have
been evolved. But the trouble is that those are the questions .
which often bring on conflicts, and it is a question whether we
should not agree to submit to a proper tribunal of arbitration .
many questions which we are not now willing to leave to arbi- -
tration where the enforcement of the judgment is left to the
eniightened sentiment of mankind., That there should be a
world police or armed force is, in my judgment, impracticable
and unthinkable,
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It may be said that we have arbitration treaties with the
principal nations of the world. We have, to be sure, with France
and Great Britain an arbitration treaty, negotiated, I believe,
by the distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kxox]
when he was Secretary of State. He will correct me if I am not
stating the facts accurately. In that treaty it was provided

that justiciable questions depending upon law and fact should,

be submitted to a tribunal, and that a board or commission of
conciliation should be created. The treaty did contain a clause
guarding, I think, to a great extent the interests of the country,
to determine what were the justiciable questions; but the Sen-
ate did not approve it and the treaty stands as I suggested.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield for a question? .

Mr. KELLOGG. I will

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. And did not (he Senate advise
ithe world, by its action then, that we were eniirely opposed
to any kind of international tribunal that might pass upon
our vital interests, our national honor, or any problems of
government that might affect this country?

Mr. KELLOGG. I think it did, as I said before.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I was in the Senate at the time,
and it was the first opportunity I had to take part in the con-
sideration of a great question; the debates then show, as did
the final action of the Senate by a substantial majority, that
even n majority of the present Senate then in the Senate
could not agree to ratify any treaty or any program that sub-
mitted even to arbifration between two countries, to say noth-
ing about international tribunals representing numerous na-
tions, the important questions of government or problems of
vital interest or of national honor belonging to our own country.

Mr. KELLOGG. Answering the Senator from Georgia, 1
think it did; and I do not think the Senator from Georgia will
draw from any remarks I have made any conelusion that I
thought to the contrary.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I did not. I was only desiring to
supplement the view of the Senator by calling attention to the
fact that when it was said that we should have advised the
President earlier of our attitude I meant to suggest that the
Senate had advised the world as far back as 1912 of its attitude
upon many of these questions; and I meant further to suggest
that it was entirely proper for the Senate now to exercise its re-
sponsibility by giving its advice on the pending treaty, as to the
character of the treaty that we would be willing to ratify.

Mr. KNOX. Mr, President :

Mr. KELLOGG. I yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania,

Mr. KNOX. I merely wanted to state that the exact point of
divergence between the Senate and the executive department
of the Government at that time over that particular treaty was
this: The treaty provided that all justiciable questions should
be submitted to arbitration, and then it defined justiciable ques-
tions to be those questions which are suseeptible of determina-
tion by the application of the ordinary recognized rules of law
and equity. But obviously a question always arose as to
whether a question was Justiciable or not; and the proposition

of the treaty was that that question—that is, its justiciability

and, therefore, its arbitrability—should be left to commission-
ers; and the Senate declined to do that, because it said that
would possibly submit vital intérests to the decision of outsiders,

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Because the commissioners might de-
termine contrary to the view of this country. So guarded were
we as to the preservation of the independent action of our own
country about problems of vital interest that we declined to
aceept the treaty with those provisions,

Mr. LEWIS and Mr. NORRIS addressed the Chalr.

Mr. KELLOGG, T yield to the Senator from Illinofs.

Mr., LEWIS., May I be pardoned for suggesting that as T
recall the debates—and I can only speak of my knowledge of the
debates, having studied them, in this body—Senator Rayner, of
Maryland, asserted on the floor, seeking to advocate the position
of the eminent then Secretary of State, now equally eminent
Senator from Pennsylvania, that the real item of dispute was
beeause the words “law and equity,” as contained in the pro-
vision submitted, had no equal definition or no equal meaning
in the other Governments, and that therefore the definition
*law and equity ” left it so open that there was no defined thing
which made the limit of the conduct on the part of the commis-
sioners to whom the subject was to be committed. Am I right
about that—that that was the real, serious grievance?

AMr, KNOX. Noj; I am sorry to say that the Senator from
Illinois is mistaken. The Senate accepted that proposition.
There was no difficulty about the arbitration of justiciable
questions, and there was no question raised, in the sense that no
controversy succeeded, as to the definition of what a justiciable
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question was. The coniroversy arose as to whether the guestion
of justiciability shonld be left to a commission if it was disputed.

Mr. KELLOGG. I now yield to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wanted to ask the Senator if
he does not believe that this war, when it is considered in all
of its aspects, naturally had a tendency to lead men to include
questions that might be defined as justiciable that they would
have excluded eight or ten years ago? In other words, referring
particularly to what the Senator from Georgia has said about the
Senate having gone on record, does not the Senator believe that
one of the lessons of this war is that men will be more inclined,
in order to avoid war and to reach an agreement, to agree to
arbitrate things that probably before this war they would have
hesitated to enter into any agreement to make arbitration
treaties to cover?

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I have no doubt of that. I
believe it is the firm opinion of the intelligent world to-day that
if Germany had had a responsive government, and if war could
only have been declared by a legislature after discussion, there
would not have been this terrible war; and I believe that the
sentiment of the world to-day is ripe for the exercise of all the
powers of arbitration and coneiliation that the nations can safely
grant consistent with their independent sovereignties. I do not
think the public sentiment has ever heen as favorable to such
action as at the present time.

I was suggesting the two treaties between this country,
France, and Great Britain., I believe that some definition or
some means of determining what are justiciable disputes can
be arrived at to.safeguard this couniry, so that our vital inter-
ests will not be submitted to nations which may have interests
to the contrary, and that some means of conciliation and investi-
gation by permanent commissions may be devised that will
largely take care of the political questions. s

It may be sald that we have the treaties megotiated by Mr.
Bryan as Secretary of State. There are a large number of
them. They are all substantially alike. They simply provide
for investigation and coneiliation, and some of the countries
agree that they will not make war while this investigation is
going on. The treaties have done no harm. In fact, they may
have done a great deal of good. They may, in some instances,
have softened the passions of nations by giving time for consid-
eration. But it is entirely a different proposition to negotiate a
treaty between Brazil and the Unifed States and a treaty be-
tween the United States and Chile when there is no treaty
between Chile and Brazil. A league or concert of nationg with
the sole purpose of preventing a war, with a proper tribunal of
concilintion and investigation, which shall meet periodieally,
which shall keep in close touch with the affairs of the varlous
nations parties fto it, is a far different thing than the separate
treaties which have been negotiated for investigation and arbi-
tration between various nations, It is the combined and con-
certed action of the great nations of the world at the close of this
war which will prevent the recurrence of such a calamity
which has devastated civilized lands. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHEpPPARD in the chair).
The hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays before the
Scnate the unfinished business, which is Senate bill 4637.

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I am not to be understood
as advocating that this country, situated as it is in the Western
Hemisphere, under our form of Government, is going to enter
into a league of nations which will involve it in the piifalls and
dangers of European intrigue or the maintenance of a world
army which may be turned against us. But I do advocate that
every effort shall be made by The Hague tribunal or some similar
fribunal for the conciliation of political disputes and the arbi-
tration and settlement of all questions which are justiciable, and
for some means of determining what those questions are.

We have before us the example of two great, intelligent, pro-
gressive Anglo-Saxon nations that have been at peace for more
than 100 years, The nations of the earth are growing closer
and closer together, international relations are multiplied, space
has been annihilated, and I'believe that every effort should be
made toward the conciliation of those disputes which from time
to time divide the nations of the earth.

But we must remember that few nations, if supported by a
proper public sentiment, which I believe is growing, will defy
the arbitral tribunal and the public sentiment of the world. In
the nineteenth century there were 471 international disputes
favorably submitted to decision by arbitration, and in the last
20 years many such disputes have been settled in this way, in
not one of which have the Governments involved refused to abide
by the decision of the arbitrators. The nearest approach to
such a failure is the finding of the tribunal in the casc of
Panama and Porto Rico, which has not yet been fully complied
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with. Suoch a leagne of nations could provide for mediation,
for commissions of conciliation whieh should investigate and find
the faets and make recommendations which should be furnished
to interested Governments,

It may be said that this was substantially provided for by
The Hague Convention, and that in spite of the agitation for
world peace, which has been the most prominent in the last 25
years, this war—the greatest since recorded history—has dev-
astated the world. But The Hague conference did not go to
the limit which I believe the principal nations are now willing
to go. The central powers were not willing to agree fo submit
thelr disputes to arbitration. It may be that nothing would
have prevented a trial of strength between the central empires
and the rest of the world. Had there existed in Germany a re-
sponsible government, an intelligent public sentiment which
could be expressed through legislatures and ministers, even
with the incense burning which has been going on in Germany
and the training of the German mind toward the supernation,
I do not believe war would have broken out, But with the
boundless ambition of the Hohenzollerns, with the control over
all the resources and activities of the nation, there apparently
had to come a trial of strength to decide whether this great mili-
tary autoeracy should survive or go down before the free peoples
of the world. That time has passed, and while I do not expect
that the millennium has arrived or that war will cease in the
world, I do believe that the growing, enlightened public senti-
ment ; the abolition of irresponsible governments; the growth of
science which increases the instruments of destruction; the in-
erease in the magnitude and the burden of war and all the hor-
rorg, miseries, and crimes of four years, has created a fertile
field and an educated public sentiment, which is determined that
such a war shall not again occur.

.I am not unmindful of the teachings of our forefathers, of
the wisdom of Washington, whose precepts we have followed.
1 believe the opinions which he expressed, the examples which
he gave to the world, the influence which he exerted upon his
time, have been among the most potent eivilizing influences,

Notwithstanding his admonition, we did go forth and engage
in battle upon foreign soil. We sent one of the greatest armies
ever marshaled in war. We backed this Army by the resources
of a great country and by the patriotic sentiment of a generous
and enlightened people. We did this not only for our own
material protection, that the institutions which we had reared
might remain, but for the establishment of right and justice
as the ruling factor in human destiny. Shall we hesitate now,
while maintaining all our institutions, our Government, and the
right to control all our Internal affairs, to join in a league of
nations which may have a lasting effect upon all the genera-
tions to come?

Mr. President, when the sun went down on that memorable
August day four years ago, its last rays were clouded by the
gathering storm of war. It was to rise upon a new world—
the old had passed away—a world to be deluged with human
blood and laid waste by the ravages of ruthless war, but a
world of peace-loving, free people, animated by a new determi-
nation, inspired by new ideals and by new hopes, a determina-
tion that lawless military rule should end, ideals of democracy
founded upon justice to all peoples, and a hope for a lasting
peace. Lincoln uttered a great truth when he said, “This
Nation ean not exist half free and half slave,” Neither can
the world exist in peace half autoeratic military government,
recognizing no prineiple but that of force, and half free, self-
woverning democracy. A conflict is inevitable and must go
on until one or the other is mastered.

Mr. President, it may be a delusion, but I like to indulge in
the hope that the contest is ended, that the great preponderance

of world government is representative democracy founded on |-

safe guaranties of personal liberty, security of property, and
opportunity for individual initiative and progress. It is either
that or the reign of license and lawlessness, a despotism more
terrible than autocratic power, which is its usual sequel.

Mr, LEWIS obtgined the floor.

Mr, ENOX. Will the Senator from Illinois yield to me for a
moment? I wish to call the attention of the Senator from
Minnesota to a matter.

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania,
though I expect to oceupy only about five minutes,

Mr. KNOX. For just a moment. The Senator from Min-
nesota has performed a great public service in bringing to our
attention the views of the English and French statesmen whom
he has queted and by his reference to the parliamentary attitude
in beth those countries; but he has overlooked what I regard as
an even more imporiant fact—one with which we have more
coneern and one which should have a greater influence over us.

We kave not been behind Great Britain and France in par-
linmentary expression as to our attitnde upon this great sub-
Jeet. As late as 1916, almost two years after the war began,
the Congress of the United States passed an act expressing its
policy, expressing its attitude net only as to the extent that we
should gzo, but as to the method by which a conference should
be brought about which should pass upon the great question as
to a league of nations or a combination for the prevention of
war.

Allow me to read the act of August 290, 1916 :

It is hereby declared to be the &ll«z of the United: States to adjust
and settle its International dispun through mediation or arbitration,
to the end t war may be honorably avoided. It looks with apprehen-
slon and disfavor upon a general increase of armament thmuggout tho
world, but it realizes that no single nation can disarm, and that without
a common agreement upon the subject every considerable power must
maintain a relative standing in military strength.

In view of the premises, the President is authorized and requested
to invite, at an nppro%l:ate time, not later than the close of the war in

pe, all the great Governments of the world to send representatives
to a conference which shall be ¢© with the duty of formulating a
plan for a court of arbitration or other tribunal, to which disputed ques-
tions between nations shall be referred for adjudication and peaceful
settlement, and to consider the question of rmament and submit
thelr recommendation to their respective Governments for approval, The
President Is hereby authorized to appoint nine eltizens of the United
States, who, in his judgment, shall be gqualified for the mission by emi-
nence in the law and by devotion to the canse of peace, to be represen-
tatives of the United States in such a conference. The nt shall

the compensation of sald representatives, and such secretaries mmd
other employees as may be needed. Two hundred thousand dollars, or
so much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated and set
aside and placed at the disposal of the Pregident to carry into effect the
provisions of this paragraph.

So we have a definite American plan in respect to a league of
nations. We have a definite American method by whieh this
thing can be accomplished. We have a definite request to the
President of the United States to ecall a conference of the rep-
resentatives of the world before the close of the present war or
at any earlier time he sees fit, and we have the appropriation
necessary to carry the act into effect, So if there is such a thing
as an American idea expressed by the representatives of the
American people in an American Congress upon this subject it
is found within the four corners of this act. I think this should
be added to the prescntation of the attitude of the other ecouns
tries made by the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. KELLOGG. I thank the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr, PITTMAN. Will the Senator from Illinois yield that I
may ask a question of the Senator from Minnesota ? .

Mr, LEWIS. I yield. l

Mr. PITTMAN. I desire to ask the Senator from Minnesota
a question, and I do it because he iz undoubtedly thoroughly,
prepared upon this subject. I have listened to his remarks with
the very deepest interest. It is the first speech on this subject
in the Senate I have had the pleasure of hearing which ghows
a careful study of the question, or that is not flavored with
prejudice or possibly with politics. I was impressed with the
falrness of the discussion by the Senator from Minnesota, and
while I gained a great deal of information with regard to the
many and various views of what should constitute this leagne
of nations, I do not know that I definitely understand the par-
ticular league of nations the Senator from Minnesota favors,
I should like to know if the Senator from Minnesota would be
prepared, not to-day, of course, but within the next few days,
to present to this body and argue as intelligently as he has this
subject a proposed constitution or a proposed plan, with the
necessary limitations, of a league of nations, |

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President— '

Mr, LEWIS. I yield, of course, to the Senator on the theory
that it will not deprive me of my right to the floor. I know he
does not intend to do so. 4

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. I'resident, it was frequently said in the
House of Commons and in the upper House of Great Britain
it was more important at that time to diseuss general prin-
ciples than detalls. I did not intend to burden the Senate with
writing a constitution for a league of nations, What I did
wish to do was to inspire if possible a sentiment in favor of
some action to move the nations of the earth to enter into some
agreement whereby peace might be permanently obfained. I
did not flatter myself that my suggestions would reach Ver-
sailles, or have any influence upon the deliberations of the
peace conference, but that it might start a discussion in the
Senate by those far abler than I and better known in Europe,
and produce perhaps a resolution from the Senate declaring
some principles which we believe should be enacted for a league
of nations. But I will say this to the Senator: I believe that
there should be some permanent body like The Hagune tribunal,
with stated meetings, to which the United States should send
representatives, which should create an arbitral tribunal to dis-

-
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pose of those questions which we may be able to define as
justiciable, and which do not so involve the internal government
and vital interests of our country to make it advisable to agree
in advance to submit to arbitration. "I think with the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr, Kxox] we might go further in defining
what those justiciable questions are and providing for some tri-
bunal to determine them from time to time. I think we can go
further in a united action through commissioners of conciliation
who shall keep in touch with the affairs of the world and whose
duty it shall be to intercede at once in the event of a threatened
war.

I realize the difficulties. I have not prepared a charter, and
I did not think it was necessary or would serve any good pur-
pose. My hope was rather to start a discussion upon this
question which is to-day occupying the attention of the civilized
world, that the older and more experienced in mind of the
Senate might discuss it for the benefit of the American people.

Mr. PITTMAN. I thank the Senator, Mr. President, and
with the permission of the Senator from Illinois for a second——

Mr. LEWIS. T yield.

Mr. PITTMAN, I am now satisfied that if the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota, who has given such careful considera-
tion to a league of nations, is not now prepared to more defi-
nitely define a league of nations than he has done to-day, and
he has defined it more carefully and fully than I have ever
heard it defined before, it must be recognized that there is pos-
sibly some doubt even in the mind of the President as to the
details to he worked out in the accomplishment of a league of
nations. 1t is possible that all will admit, and I know that the
Senator from Minnesotn believes, that the President in assert-
ing the general principle of a league or a concert of nations
looking to an enduring peace has exactly the same purpose that
the Senator from Minnesota has, and had exactly the same
purpose in announcing if, that was, to stimulate the world to
try to accomplish the same purpose.

I would have been surprised had the Senator from Minnesota
cotten upon this floor and demanded a detailed explanation
from the President of the United States as to what kind of a
league of nations he intends to propose. I would mot have
been surprised if some of the other Senators had done so who
knew nothing about it and did not have time to study the ques-
fion, and they are the ones who have generally criticized any
pronouncement of principle. I think possibly the same objec-
tions were made at the time it was suggested throughout the
world that governments should agree upon rules governing civi-
lized warfare. There was not any statesman on earth who could
define the rules of civilized warfare, yet all the world believes
in it. It could not be defined except by the people to be bound
by it. It was defined subsequently by the nations to be bound
by it. This principle is understood just as well as was the
principle of civilized warfare, and this principle will be defined
by the people to be bound by if, as I take it.

I think the Senator has done o wonderful service in so clearvly
delineating the various thoughts with rezard to a league of na-
tions.

Mr. KELLOGG. My, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Gay in the chair).
the Senator from Illinois yield further?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr KELLOGG. I do not understand that in my remarks I
criticized the President in not going into the details of a league
of nations, nor would I criticize any Senator for not defining
aceurately what Kind of a league of nations should be established,
n question that has perplexed the greatest minds of the world for
hundreds and hundreds of years. I would like to know whether
the President believes in a world tribunal which should have
its decrees executed by foree or not, but I have made no complaint
against the President for not going into the details of a league
of nations,

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, President, I gave notice yesterday that I
would on Iriday address the Senate upon the proposition of a
lengue of nations for peace. I therefore at this time do not rise
to address myself to that particular subject, but I do assume
to refer to the preliminary remarks of the eminent Senator from
Minnesota, that which evidently was not a part of the speech
he had prepared and has delivered in the present hour on the
league of nations.

Mr. President, I concur with the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Prrraax] in his complimentary allusion to the Senator from
Minnesota paying tribute to the speech as being wholly divoreed
from anything of a partisan tinge or touch of personal prejudice:
also I concur with the able junior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Kxox] that the paper presented by the Senator from Min-
nesota this morning is a liberal contribution to history, litera-

Daoes

ture, and statesmanship of the subject. Whether we will agree
with his conclusions is a matter to be after determined.

But in the preliminary remarks of the eminent Senator T was
very much interested. It is the first time on this floor that any,
Senator has referred to the failure of {he President of the United
States to appoint Senators as members of the commission to go
abroad and attend the present gathering ordered for Versailles
touching the matter of pence. From the Senator came the first
e:f;pre&isian in the Senate that could be taken note of for purposes
of reply. ;

Mr. President, the public at large has been given the impres-
sion that in his appointments to the peace commission the Presi-
dent cast some slight upon this body ; that by failing to appoint
Members of it he indicated to the nations at large a lack of re-
spect for its personncl or an indifference to the position it
occuples in the affairs of government.

Mr. President, I am sure that the President had not any such
views and was In no wise animated by the sHghtest sense of
indifference to the very high position of this body or the influ-
ence its Members exert in anything they advoeate, but I wish to
bring to attention now, in reply to the Senator from Minnesota,
and therefore in reply to the criticisms on this feature, some
few things which I trust may not oceupy any length of time, at
least not any objectionable length of time, as a elear justifica-
tion for the President declining to name Members of this body
or of his failure to do so.

Mr, KELLOGG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LEWIS. 1 yield.

Mr. KELLOGG. 1 did not criticize. I gave my views,

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator is quite acquit of criticizing tle
acticn. He merely expressed the view expressed in other quar-
ters of regret. i :

Mr. President, when it is suggested to the country that Sen-
ators should have been named on that tribunal there ought to
arise at once this interregation, which I hope the very faithful
members of the press will present now to the Nation as from
an humble Member of this body : What would be thought of any
power naming as a judge to decide n cause a lawyer who had
for eight months been the advocate on one side of the comntro-
versy? What would be said of that bench made up of ap-
pointed judges to try one certain cause where every one of
them had been for eight months presenting his demand as to
whiit should be the final judgment of that court? What would
be thought of a court made up of members each of whon: had
defined what he felt to be the duty of the litigants, their obliga-
tions, and already through himeself preszented a final decree as
to what that court should decide in the dispute? The reply
would be that it was such a prejudiced tribunal that ne fair
man ought to suggest sueh, and ne honorable man who had been
such previous advoeate would have taken a place upon it.

Mr. President, with that interrogation let us view this situa-
tion for g moment, that we might indicate to the public what
must have been in the mind of the President of the United
States, who must be conceded to be g learned man and a his-
torinn of the past, as to why a Member of this body was not
placed by him as one of the connuission to serve on that inter-
national peace tribunal.

AMr. President, first we view them entering into Versailles.
They are met at onice by the Governments who are interested in
the conflict, with this acknowledged conclusion: * Gentlemen,
you have in the United States Senate, in speeches manifold,
presented the viewpoint that Alsace-Lorraine should go back to
France. Yet you are here to sit upon a bench as a judge while
Alsace-Lorraine is asking to be made an independent State on
her merits after the order of Poland, and which you insist should
bhe the fate of Serbia. Gentlemen of the United States Senate,
you are brought here and put upon the bench when you have time
and time again been urging that the attitude of France and
Britain concerning certain boundary lines touching the Rhine
should be of this and that conclusion.” Conceded. * You have
minde speeches as to what should be done with Turkey ; you have
laidd down your doctrines; you have announced them to your
people; your people have accepted them from you; you have
sought election; you have sought honor and position upon your
views.” Conceded. “And yet you come to sit as judges, with
impartial minds, presumably, to have presented to you the rela-
tive contentions of these different countries as to what they
feel to be the future rights, the divisions, the dispositions, the
applications of all their future.”

And then, further, Mr. President, we can hear them reflect:
“You have, gentlemen of the Senate, time and time again stated
what your opinion was as to what should be the penalty upon
Germany, among which are retribution, indemnity, amd the
keeping by the allies of all the captured colonies of Germany."”
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¥ Yes.” * You have felt it deeply in your hearts.” * Yes." “ You
have proposed it to your countrymen.” *We have,” *You
have received their verdict.” * We have.” *“And yet you are
brought to sit on this bench as impartial judges with your judg-
ment heretofore pronounced, having been accepted by your
people, against which you dare not go and the reverse of which
you dare not attempt. You are here to say if the Irredenta of
Italy-Austria is to go all to Italy or some to Greece or any to
South Slovakia. Yet you have announced too often to count that
the Irredenta should all go at once to heroic Italy, You are here
to decide as to a national Poland, a national Bohemia, a national
Hungary. Yet as to all of these there is conflict of peoples
within their domain insisting that no such organization should
be created including them because of race, sect, or religion.
Yet you are here,” they will say, * to decide, after hearing, that
which you have prejudged and time and time again announced
your deeision in Senate and public speeches.”

Mr. SMOOT and Mr., NEW addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Gay in the chair). Does
the Senator from Illinoeis yield ; and if so, to whom?

Mr, LEWIS. I yield fo the Senator from Utah, who first rose.

Then 1 shall yield to the Senator from Indiana.
. Mr. SMOOT. T desire to ask the Senator from Illinois if the
.same situation that he has just described as affecting Senators
,would not also apply to Lloyd George, to Clemenceau, and to
the President of the United States, who, of course, will sit in
the same case as judges?

Mr. LEWIS. 1 first answer the Senator from Utah. T must
say “mno.” I had intended to refer to that feature, but I say
*no,” and I say “no” with great vigor. First, Lloyd George
does not sit afterwards as a supreme court upon his own
action, as would these Senators in Senate on confirmation of
the treaty; neither does Clemencenu, to ratify for France what
shall transpire in that peace body. As to the President of the
United States, I must impress upon the Senator from Utah his
constant statement that he goes to * tender his judgment,” to
“ participate in a consultation,” but not in the decision.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. LEWIS. I yield again to the Senator from Utah, but
shall then yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr, SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that what I stated
was just exactly what Lloyd George does do, and that is more
particularly frue as to him than it is as to the President of the
United States. In referring to the President of the United
States, I only had in mind the gquestion as to the return of
Alsace-Lorraine. I do not want the Senator to think that I
went further than that as to the President of the United States,
but the position that Lloyd George holds gives him the absolute
power, more so than the President of France or the President of
the United States, to determine, after the decision is reached,
that it shall be final and binding upon England and upon the
English race. .

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, President, I regret that the Senator from
Utah and myself can not concur in that for this reason: He
has a viewpoint as to certain forms of British legislative action
which has no application to the presept proceeding., I will
illustrate that to him in a single clause. When the overtures
of peace were sought to be presented by Fox as having been
presented through Napoleon, Pitt was then premier. Pitt op-
posed Fox 'in the British Parliamenf, denying that these over-
tures of Bonaparte were just, and refused particularly to accept
them as presented by Talleyrand. I invite the attention of
the able Senator from Utah to the fact that subsequently the
subject was debated upon the floor of Parlinment. It was 1800—
I think February, The gquestion then arose, if the overtures as
presented were to be agreed upon, whether the Houses of Parlia-
ment had the further right, after the agreement, to pass any
judgment upon them. It was then held, sir, it has always been
since held, so far as I know—I do not know the history preced-
ing this event—that after the Parlinment had designated, if it
did. or the King had designated, if he did, delegates to repre-
sent the Empire, and the decision had been reached, that was
the conclusion, so far as Parliament had power over the decizion.
The only thing that could then be done, I will tell my honorable
friend, is for members to oppose it as a policy, then bring it
up as a resolution of party confidence if the vote is adverse.
They then go to the country for a new election, this course
being different from ours and more democratic. That opposi-
tion, then, Is sent at once to the ballot box as against the
actors, and not, as my eminent friend assumes, to Parlinment
for a confirmation or rejection in form, as our Senate serves.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr, President, will the Senator from Illinois
yield to me further? .

Mr. LEWIS. Yes, for we are seeking to get the history of this
correct. I have other things to say on other branches later.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, T must dissent from the posi-
tion taken by the eminent Senator from Illinois, as I under-
stand the situation, I may be wrong and the Senator from Illi-
nois may be right; but I understand that after this peace treaty
shall have been concluded Parliament will have nothing what-
ever to do with it; that it is an executive function entirely, so
far as England is concerned. It is not so much so with France
and the United States as it is with England.

Mr., LEWIS. Mr. President, may I be pardoned to say that
the Senator from Utah is absolutely correct? I have been seeking
to make that exact situation clear to him. He is absolutely
correct in making it. Parliament has absolutely nothing to do
with it. The only action to be taken if objections are made—and
they are made them on the ground, sir, that it is wrong or

unjust to England, and a vote of confidence in the government

making the treaty is denied—is at once to issue writs for an
election. If they choose a new Parlinment, may I submit it to
the eminent Senator, he is quite right in the assumption that it
does not take the part as our United States Senate here does, to
confirm the action.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That would not change the treaty,

Mr. LEWIS. And, as the Senator from Michigan well says,
it could not change the treaty.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President——

Mr. LEWIS. I ask pardon of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, May I yield first to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. New],
to whom I owe that courtesy?

Mr. NEW. The question I proposed to ask was covered by
the question asked by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Satoot].

hMr. LEWIS, Then I yield to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. MOSES. T desire to ask the Senator from Illinois a
question. Being unfamiliar with the functions or prerogatives
or powers of Senators, may I ask the Senator from Illinois

if he deems it likely that a single speech or any number of .

speeches made by Senators here would be likely to commit either
the Senate or the people of the United States to any policy
whatsoever regarding our foreign relations?

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from
New Hampshire that, knowing the high character of the men

occupying this body, I would assume they would be free from

being prejudiced, and that they might still be wholly impartial;
but it would be very difficult fo impress the people ef Britain,
the people of France, and of the smaller nations, who are now
pleading at the bar of this gathering, that such men will be im-
partial judges, who had already rendered decisions both to
themselves and to the Senate and to their country. It is for
that reason I must impress upon the Senate that the President
must have seriously been influenced by these situations when
he came to the consideration of naming Members of this body.
It would have been, sir, as though one named members of the

Supreme Court to sit in the lower tribunal to make decision of .

that which they themselves were to review for affirmance or
reversal.

Mr. President, apart from the fact that the instances and situ-
ations I illustrate would seriously impair the usefulness of such
a Senator in that tribunal, weaken his force, lessen his strength,
limit his influence, or becloud a needed esteem, what eflfect, sir,
would it have here when he returns to this body when the treaty
is presented? Would not this body well know that whatever vote
he had cast there or reasons for such more or less had to be in

compliance with previous views expressed in this tribunal? -

Would not the peace tribunal know that his influence here

would be to exert the views he had expres=ed to his people and -

to the Senate previously, the reverse of which he might not
dare to assume? Would they not feel therefore that the final
conduct of his action there as commissioner or here as confirm-
ing Senator could not be regarded as wholly impartial? Or,

let us take the other aspect—the measure the Senate would give -

to such Senator here on matters of confirmation. Would not
certain party colleague Senators feel that they were called on
to confirm the treaty out of that comity which Senators bear to
each other and out of that courtesy that suggested that if they
did not confirm the action of their colleague they would put that
Senator in his State as one repudiated by the body of which he
was a Member?  Would not these party compatriots see that
only by confirming could they sustain him? They know the
political effect of repudiation. Would not all these considera-
tions be pressed on them as of prime importance and necessary
to reckon with?

I now invite the attention of the Senate to just a morsel of
history. Henry Clay was so impressed with the fact that he
would be beaten for the Presidency if he dared confirm by his
own action as commissioner the treaty of Ghent, which arranged
the peace of the War of 1812, that he declined to sign it. When
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Gallatin, one of the commissioners, took him out info the cor-
ridor of a little hotel at Bruges to impress upon him—as history
records—that if he did not sigm it it would weaken us with
Britain, with whom we had lately been at war, he refused upon
the ground, as he then gave it—and, Senators, you are historians
and you will bear me out—that the treaty in no wise contained
one single line guaranteeing to us the seas, for which we went
to war, and, as he said, for which he had demanded we go to
war. He said—pardon the expression—* How in the hell could
1 sign such and go buck to Kentucky?” Finally, sir, Henry
Clay was called upon, through influences, to lend his acquies-
cence ; but when the treaty came to this body and was confirmed
it was so known to have been compromised to its acceptance that
it lost its weight, and never to this hour is the procedure of con-
firmation or the terms of the treaty cited by un_v Members of
this body as a precedent for anything.

Sir, Jet us recall that when the commissioners were selected
to conclude peace with FFrance in 1799 Oliver Ellsworth, Chief
Justice of the United States Supreme Court, and W. R. Davie
and W, V. Murray were chosen. The mission was successful
and ratified here without a dissent.

Now, my able friend, the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
SaurH], brings to my attention a matter which I shall advert
to; it is that President McKinley named Senators to settle the
treaty of Spain and America. Before I enter_on this subject,
may I ask to have a message sent the senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lobge] saying that if he has finished his
lunch I should like to have him present, as I shall refer to a
matter in connection with that treaty that I think is within
his memory as a personal witness, and if T am in error I want
eorrection, and if I am right I want confirmation.

AMr. President, I now state that when the war was concluded
hetween our country and Spain President McKinley designated
Senator Frye, of Maine; Senator Davis, of Minnesota ; and then
n Democrat, who had been a Senator, but, as I now think, was
then a judge of a United States court, the Hon. George Gray.

Mr. THOMAS. Senator Gray was a Senator at the time he
was appointed.

Mr, LEWIS. Was he a Senator at that time?

Mr. SMOOT. He was at that time a Senator.

AMr. LEWIS. I thank the Senators for the correction.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And he was a very eminent Sena-
tor. :

Mr. LEWIS. He was an able man. Indeed, I recall being

an advocate of his for the Presidency.

Mr. President, then, apart from the fact whether he was then
in the Senate or had been appointed judge, he was desiznated
as a minority representative. There was at that time all over
this land a very serious dispute as to whether the United
States should take over the Philippine Islands.
question to which our country was very alive. I lived on the
Pacific coast then; I had the honor then to represent in Con-
gress, as Congressman at large, a State on the IPacific coast,
the State of Washington; but in New England and in the
South there was great resentment against taking the Philip-
pines, while in my section of the country there was seemingly
a very strong demand for that aection, on the theory that it
strengthened the Puacific coast. I opposed it, and was in the
minority.

Ay, President, when that treaty came back to this body it em-
bodied the taking of the Philippine Islands and the paying of
$20,000,000 to Spain. The treaty also earried with it certain
other provisions. The debate as to the confirmation of that
treaty continued days and weeks. Senators sitting about me,
such as the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UxpeErwoon], the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr, Sarra], and the Senator from Kansas
My, Cuortis], who were then Members of the other House, will
recall with what fiery dispute that peculiar debate swayed to
and fro. Sir, I ask the memory of those who were around at
that time to recall one of the charges which Senator Hoar, of
Massachusetts, made on the floor of this Senate against the
confirmation of the treaty. Among other things he said that
Senators were being implored out of a comity of the relations
they bore to Senators who had participated in making the treaty
and in accepting what he called * the burden of blood ” and
putting it on the country.

My, SMITH of Michigan.
view.

Mr. LEWIS. That is positively true—to later qualify
position.

Mr. President, that treaty was discounted on this floor by
Senators who were called upon to vote for its confirmation
because of the knowledge that there was being imposed upon
them a sense of fraternal obligation beeause of their fellow
Senators being a part of the board. There has passed to

But the country did not adopt their

its

It was a1

heaven, let us believe, the then distinguished senior Senator
from Maine, Mr. Hale, the differences between whom and Sens-
tor Frye, his colleague, who helped make the treaty, were not
altogether closed even at death, if political history, incidental
and otherwise, is correct, because of that peculiar situation put
on Senator Hale by the position of his colleague. Senator
Hale conscientiously opposed that treaty, and he was put in
the peculiar position of warring against his colleague, and the
burden put upon him was so heavy because of the charge that
he was reflecting upon the State of Maine by his opposition to
his colleague that it greatly disturbed him.

Mr. President, there was a Senator on this floor—I do not
know what political designation he went by then, whether Ile-
publican, silver Republican, Senator Pettigrew
of South Dakota—who in his opposition to the treaty

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. He was a Democrat then.
a Democrat in 1896, and this occurred in 1898.

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator from Michigan tells me he was
designated as a Democrat. I thought he was a silver Repub-
lican, so termed. Among other things, if the public press be
right, he characterized the attempt to enforce the treaty upon
this body as an effort to secure political advantage to the Mem-
bers of the body who had participated in framing the treaty.
And, Mr. President, let the Senate recall that so bitter became
the dispute in this body and so divided its counsels that that
treaty was ratified finally by the very smallest margin, and the
action left for years afterwards, sir, wounds which were never
thoroughly healed in the lifetime of those who participated.

That being true, Mr. President, what think you, sir, would
have been the result if Senators had been named by the Presi-
dent of the United States and had presumed to sit upon this
Versailles fribunal and, although urging the best conclusion
they might, had returned here and asked that all be ratified?
Will anybody faney that it would not be said that their judg-
ment had been made before they ever took their place? Will
it not be said over in Europe that we gave them a prejudiced
tribunal? Will it not be charged {hat we sent men who were
partial and who had already prejudged the case? And when
they returned here would not those who had found objections
to the treaty feel that they were umder some obligation of
fraternity, some comity of relationship, some courtesy of asso-
ciation te confirm that which individually they may have felt
they should oppose? Would not their freedom of opposition be
stinted, if not paralyzed, to a great degree by the knowledge
that their assault upon the result was an assault upon one of
their colleagues? And, sir, if we should confirm things that
meet the objections of those of our fellow citizens anywhere,
could you ever quell the voice of our protesting citizens, who
could charge us with having done so for no other reason than
that Members of our body had their political fortunes in the
balance and at stake, and thus deprecate our action and dis-
count the treaty? It would have a cloud on its title forever.

Surely, Mr. President, these reflections must be recorded as a
very just reason why no fair man standing as the President has
stood, and does stand, could have ignored the very impending
and influential reasons against naming one of the members of
the supreme court, who must ratify this treaty, to sit in the
lower tribunal and make a decision which he himself would
afterwards pass upen as right or wrong against assault.

Senators have said—I have heard them on this floor most sin-
cerely sny—that they have a right to be kept in touch with the
proceedings. Mr. President, I pause. I observe the senior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobnge] is now in the Chamber,
and I desire to ask him if his memory accords with my own, I
stated before the Senator came in, and when T sent word to ask
the Senator to come in, that the public press reported that his
then eminent colleague, Mr. Hoar, in his opposition to confirm-
ing the treaty known as the Spanish-American treaty in 1808,
then charged, among other things, an attempt to influence the
free judgment of Senators by the mere fact of the comity
amongst Senators; that thig treaty had been presented, among
others, by those who were Members of this body ; and that pre-
veuted fair and free thought. I also ecalled attention to the
speech which Senator Pettigrew is reported to have made in the
Senate, who Hkewise, following Senator Hoar, and, seemingly
to me, adopted his viewpoint, charged that they could not have
free and fair consideration because of the influence of the fact
that Members of this body were participants in the peace tribu-
nal. 1 charged, as a result of that, that the very narrow mar-
gin by which the treaty was ratified was due to that feeling of
comity. I shounld like to usk the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts if his memory of those debates, if he has memory
of them as a then Senator from Massachusetts, agrees with the
newspaper reports. I was not a Member of the Senate at that
time.

He was
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Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it is impossible for me at a
distance of 20 years to state just what occurred in that debate.
My colleague, Mr. Hoar, was very much opposed to the treaty;
but I do not remember whether or not he said anything about
comity to other Senators. I have no recollection of it. It
would be discovered—no, it could not be discovered, because
that treaty was discussed in executive session.

Mr. LEWIS. I may say to the eminent Senator that I would
have gotten the Recomp and produced it but for the fact that
I had to take such information as I have only from the publie
papers and fraditional recital from those who recall the
incidents. :

Mr. LODGE. Of course. I do not recall that my colleague
said it, although he may have done so. The question of the
Senators being signatories to the treaty, however, played very
little part in the debate, and I do not think had any influence
whatever on the result. The contest arose, as the Senator is
well aware, out of the provision of the treaty taking the Philip-
pine Islands.

Mr. LEWIS. I think the Senator in the latter remark con-
firms what I have previously stated to the Senate was to my
knowledge the contention of the time—the Philippines—as I
wias not then a member of this body, being & member of another
body, which had no right to participate in the deliberations
incident to the ratification of the treaty.

Now, Mr. President, I come to the concluding feature, to
which I ask Senators’ attention for a moment. Senators have
stated here that they have a right to be kept in touch with the
proceedings, and therefore, for that reason, should have a rep-
resentative at the peace conference. I reply to that by saying
that if a Member of the Senate were there, however. the Senate
would not be kept in touch with the proceedings; all he could
do would be when he came back to arise and recite what trans-
pired. The Senate could not have a report from, him every
minute an expression was had, the atmosphere that surrounded
it, the sentiment that enhanced it, the prejudice that weakened
it. Mr. President, does the Supreme Court of the United States
have each step of the trial in a lower tribunal brought to it
each moment it transpires as a reason or basis for reviewing
the opinion that is before it under complaint of error and in the
process of appeal for reversal? Not at all. But if the proceed-
ings are to be made familiar to this body, it will not be over-
looked that there will be stenographic reports, and the Senators
will have the same reports as any other tribunal would have
upon appeal. They will have the reports exactly as they have
upon any other treaty negotiated and brought from abroad.
They never know respecting other treaties each step that is
taken in the deliberation; they have to take the paper as it is
sent in to them in its entirety, not the deliberations and the
debates at all, but, if so, they are in the stenographic report
and in the bound official volumes. Will not that material also
be before this body in this incident, as has been the custom for
all time?

Then, Mr. President, is there anything else this body shall
pass upon but the final conclusion reached, and the conclusion,
sir, is the treaty complete? This action is measured only by the
evidence that is brought before the Senate in the record. There-
fore I must differ from the eminent Senators who lay down the
doctrine that there should be a Senator upon the board, or many
Senators, in order that the Senate may be kept in touch. First,
I deny the premises; we would not keep in touch by such a
plan. Second, they are not called on to keep in touch, but they
are only to be cognizant of, aware of, and informed of the pro-
ceedings as concluded, and such proceedings as will enlighten
them to the conclusion they will have to reach; that is, whether
they wish to ratify or to reject the treaty. There can be no
amendment, no change, no addition or reduction—the whole as a
whole or none at all, complete acceptance or wholly rejected.

Mr., SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I should like to
make a suggestion to the Senator from Tllinois which may not
be timely or important.

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I fail to see, as one Member, of
the Senate, why the treaty of peace with Germany and Austria-
Hungary is so fraught with danger to our country. We are in
no peril ; we were victorious and sit in judgment; whatever the
terms the vanquished must yield. We are not at war with
Turkey, and therefore there will be no treaty of peace with
Turkey so far as our country is concerned; we are not at war
with Bulgaria, and there will be no treaty of peace with Bul-

. garia. We have renounced in advance any general monetary
indemnity from the central powers, and therefore the question
of a monetary indemnity can not arise. We have absolutely
foreclosed ourselves against any territorial acquirements, and
therefore that question can not arise; and the question of put-

ting into treaty form with Germany and with Austria-Hungary
any provision which links our Government to theirs in a league
of peace must await the trend of events and the ultimate good
faith of those Governments. I am speaking only of the actual
work to be performed by the Senate. The Paris conference will
take wider scope and undoubtedly lay the foundation of peace
broad and deep. In this the President will have an important
part, but the Senate need not be consulted until such action
takes definite form. In other words, a league of nations is a
league between England, France, Belgium, and Italy, our allies,
and ourselves, and if the peace conference at Paris should finally
determine informally that a league of nations was desirable an
agreement must be made separate and apart from the treaty of
peace with Germany and with Austria. It may be that very
important questions will arise affecting the territorial limits
and the integrity of smaller States; I know that they are ap-
prehended, but this will be a matter of policy and nuot of law
and ample information will be forthcoming. I have been very
much impressed by some of the things I have heard to-day about
their importance; but, nevertheless, the question of indemnity
and territorial compensation having been voluntarily eliminated,
it seems to me that our duty in the first instance will be a very
simple one, and if we league ourselves with foreign States
afterwards upon any basis of obligation and reciprocity that
must be brought about by voluntary cooperation among the vie-
tors and the vanquished or by the victors alone. I have full
faith that American interests will be protected by the chosen
representatives of the American people.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, of course that subject referred
to by the Senator is fraught with serious difficulties and im-
pends with very difficult problems. I expect on Friday to
refer to that phase and will not intrude it now. It does not
enter upon the present discussion to which I am addressing
myself, as the Senator very wisely saw; but I nevertheless
invited his observations by yielding to him. I will conelude
upon the single thought:

Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Senator against his will.

Mr. LEWIS, Not in the slightest. I invited it. The Senator
did not interrupt me against my will; we have had associations
for many years, and nothing that he has ever done that touches
me has been against my will. T have not always been able to
agree with him, but interrupting me by him meets my approval.

Mr. President, I was concluding upon the line of seeking to
disprove wholly the ground that had been urged in many quar-
ters, that it was necessary that Senators should be made mem-
bers of this commission or that they should be kept in touch;
and I replied by saying that the Senate would not be kept in
touch had Members of the Senate had membership on the com-
mission. I had stated that the only touch they are ealled upon
to have with the proceeding is, at the conclusion, with that
which will be reported to them officially, as with any other
treaty, for acceptance or rejection. I reaffirm my views as ex-
pressed.

Mr. President, I have assumed at this time to offer these ob-
servations because the remarks of the Senator from Minnesota
in the opening of his speech—in harmony with similar observa-
tions made in many quarters—would have led the country to
conclude that whieh it has drawn too generally from other ob-
servations—that the President had failed to do a necessary
and legal thing, or that he had failed in a necessary duty, or
that there was no excuse for what he did in failing to put
Members of the Senate upon the peace commission. Mr, Presi-
dent, may I be pardoned for saying—I can speak of my own
knowledge—that it was the wish of the President of the United
States to have Members of this body and some of the other
legislative branch upon that tribunal, and not until close in-
vestigation and reflection restored him to the diffienlties and
revived to his mind what undoubtedly would confront them was
he compelled to dismiss that consideration. I only mention
that now that it might be known that at no time was there con-
tumely or indifference cast upon this body by the mere omission
to make those appointments.

I have made these statements, I have set forth these grounds
why the President was justified, in my viewpoint, not, sir,
that I wigh to enter upon the discussion at this time as to what
might be called the propriety or the impropriety of naming
Senators, but in order that we may do no wrong to anyone,
We do not wish to send the President of the United States from
this country with the stamp of the scorn of his countrymen
upon him, There is no patriot of this body who would send
him forth striped with the maledictions of the United States
Senate or send him forth as one who goes with a verdict of his
countrymen of repudiation and discredit. Surely every man
wishes that in the mission upon which he has entered the

I hope I did not interrupt the




1918.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

83

President shall have Godspeed and shall have snecess and
come back with glory. That means the honor of his country;
it means the victory of his Nation. Anything else felt in the
heart of any man or uttered from any American could be
little less than treason to his country.

It is, therefore, for the reason only that he may be set right
by @ mere suggestion, which I know is sufficient when reflected
upon, that I have assumed to enter upon this phase of the
discussion, feeling that it is justice we seek, and only that; and
my mind reverts—it is not inappropriate to enter upon that
theme here in this forum—I take niy text from the famous
line of Bulwer-Lytton in Richelien:

For justice, all seasons summer, all places a temple !

I thank the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, just for the Recorp I wish to
say that Hon. George Gray, the gentleman referred to by the
Senator, served in the Senate from March 19, 1885, until March
3, 1809. He was a member of the commission which met in
Quebec in August, 1898, to settle the differences between the
United States and Canada, and later of the commission which
met in Paris in September, 1898, to arrange the terms of peace
between the United States and Spain. Therefore, he was a
Senator of the United States at the time of his appointment.

Mr. McKELLAR, The treaty being concluded on February
6, 1899, before the expiration of his term of service on the
3d of March.

My, SMOOT. Yes. Now, Mr. President, T want to get back
to the bill before the Senate.

CIVIL-SERVICE RETIREMENT.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 4637) for the retirement of employees
in the classified civil service.

Myr., SMOOT, Mr. President, I am compelled to leave the
Chamber at this time to attend a very important meeting of the
Finance Committee, and I want now to offer and have pending,
unless the Senator in charge of the bill agrees to them, the
amendments which I am about to state.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall not object to the amendments.

Mr. SMOOT. Then I will just offer the amendments now
and let them be passed on now.

Mr. McKELLAR. That will be all right.

Mr, SMOOT. On line 4, page 4, I move to strike out the
words *“and elects to receive " and insert * or is receiving.”

Then I move to strike out the last word on line 4 of the same
page, the word * disability,” and line 5 down to and iucluding
the word " his.”

After the word * service,” on line 6, I move to insert the
words “ the period of such military or naval service.”

After the word “act,” on line 7, I move to insert:

And nothing in this act shall be so construed as to affect in any way
his right to a pension in addition to the annuity herein provided for.

This will be adopted, I suppose, as a whole—all one amend-
ment.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the Senator says this is
practically all one amendment. Will he state the object of it?

Mr. SMOOT. I will state briefly the object of it.

As the bill was reported, it prevents a soldier of the Civil War
from receiving any benefits under its provisions. My amend-
ment simply allows him to receive the emoluments provided
for in the bill notwithstanding the fact that he is receiving a
pension for service in the Civil War.

Mr. THOMAS. In other words, it permits him to receive two
pensions,

Mr. SMOOT. Well, if you could call them two pensions. If
this is a pension, then what the Senator says is true,

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Presiding Officer submit the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that
there is an amendment pending.

Mr, SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that this amendment
be considered now, because I have to leave the Chamber,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there any objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The Secretary will state
the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah.

The SECRETARY. On line 4, page 4, it is proposed to strike out
the words “ and elects to receive ” and insert “or is receiving.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecRETARY. On lines 4 and 5 it is proposed to strike out
* disability incurred in the line of duty, the period of his.” -

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecreTary. On line 6, after the word * service,” it is
proposed to insert * the period of such military or naval service,”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecrETARY. On the same page, line 7, after the word
“aet” and the period, it is proposed to insert a comma and the
following words: * and nothing in this act shall be =0 construed
as to affect in any way his right to a pension in addition to the
annuity herein provided for.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now recurs on
the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I ask to have the amendment
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment,

The Secrerary. The Senator from Tennessee offers the fol-
lowing amendment: On page 7, line 18, strike out the words
“to whom this act applies” and ingert “in the classified ecivil
service, or of each person thereafter inducted into such service,
with the exceptions herein made.”

Mr. McKELLAR. That is an amendment to which the Sens
ator from Iowa [Mr. ComMmins] called attention yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question iz on the adoption
of the amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Wag-
REN].

The SeEcreTarY. On page 8, lines 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15, it
is proposed to strike out the following words:

There is also appropriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury not
otherwise ap?ropri.nt , & sum which, when added to the deductions
herein provided and transferred from other appropriations under the
?{?:i:i-?“ of this act, shall be sufficient to make payments provided by

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wyoming.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. The next amendment is the amendment
offered by the Senator from Colorado [Mr, THomas], I think.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado
offers an amendment, which will be stated by the Secretary.

The SecRETARY. It is propesed to add a new section, as
follows:

BEc, 17. Any cmployee who shall advocate, encourage, or participate
in any strike against the Government, or nng department, bureau, or
commission thereof, or who shall join with other employees in refusin
or falling to Porrorm their duties as required by law or the rules an
regulations of the heads of the departments, bureans, or commissions,
sh{ull forfeit all right to and shall receive none of the benefits of this
act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quesiion is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Colorado.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm,

The PRESIDING OFIICER.
roll.

The Secretary called-the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

The Secretary will call the

Baird Johnson, 8. D. New Smoot
Beckham Jones, Wash, Norris Spencer
Brandegee Kellog, Page Sutherland
Calder Kendrick Penrose Swanson
Chamberlain Kenyon Phelan Thomas

urtis ing Pittman Thompson
Dillingham Kirby Poindexter Townsend
Fernald nox Poilock Trammell
Fletcher Lenroot Pomerene Underwood
Frelinghuysen Lewis Nansdell Yardaman
Gay McKellar Reed. Warren
Gronna McLean Shafroth Watson

ale Martin, Va. Sheppard Weels
Ilarding Moses Smith, Ariz. Williams
Johnson, Cal. AMlyers Smith. Ga.

Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to announce that my colleague,
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SH1erps], is still absent
on account of illness. I ask that this announcement may stand
for the day.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I announce the absence of my colleague
[Mr. Gorr] on account of illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum of the Senate is present.

Mr. POMERENE and Mr. REED addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. REED. Mr. President. T do not want to interrupt the
Senator if he wishes to speak on the bill.

Mr. POMERENE., 1 was going to offer an amendment as a
substitute.

Mr. REED. I desire to have read a very short statement, to
which I should like to have the Senate’s atteution directed, if
the Senator will let me have the floor that long.

Mr. POMERENE. I yield.
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LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask to have
read a portion of a letter written by Hon. D, J. Haff, of Kansas
City, Mo., a very prominent lawyer, who has had a great deal to
do with the organization of the National Security League and
who has been a tower of strength in all matters of preparedness
in this country. I should like to have read to the Senate the

. part that is not marked out. I think it is well worthy the atten-
tion of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection, the
Secretary will read the matter referred to.

The Secretary read as follows:

The President in his message to Congress yesterday had not one word
to say on the lessons of the war, not a word regarding universal mili-
tary training for our country; and he should have spoken then if ever
he {utendecl 0. Indeed, he had nothing to say on the subject of future

. national preparedness except to recommend the continuance of the pre-
war naval program, for which let us be thankful. So if a policy of na-
tional defense 1s to be adopted the people must force it.

One of the things that already are turning the thoughts of the ]{:ople
from the necessity of an effective policy of national preparedness is the
belief which the President has fostered that we are going to have a
league of nations that will effectively prevent all future wars. This,
for the most part, is a dream upon which we can not afford to rely.
Much can be accomplished by the coming Peace treaty by clarifying and
cxtending the prineiples of international law and by punishing the
German murderers and pirates who have willfully and deliberately vio-
lated them and eriminally and wantonly disturbed the peace of the
world, as Lloyd George so ably proposed in his speech last week. A
league of the more decent nations can be formed having common ideals
and based purely upon treaty and honor and a sense of moral responsi-
bility and whose membership is limited to those nations which in the

st have not regarded solemn treaties as * scraps of paper " : but to
Eﬁve a league that will prevent war by force, that will coerce its mem-
bers, ig to create n supernation, which means the surrender or destrue-
tion of the independence and sovereignty of all its members.

Does any intelligent, thinking man seriously believe that we are—
that the nations and the peoples of the world, or a sufficlent number of
them to dominate the world, are ready. for such a thing, for a United
States of the world? Can Aryan, Mongolian, and Hottentot, white
man and yellow man and black man, Christian, Mohammedan, and
Buddhist, speaking a hundred different mutually incomprehensible lan-
guages, striving after innumerable ogpcslto ideals, rooted in thousands
of years of different habits and of thinking different thoughts and
molded by different educations, (Frejudlced by different and hostlle
religions, and tralned in widely different moral codes, be brought to-
gether in the next three months by a peace treaty and formed into a
common brotherhood, a world federation, that will kill ambition,
annihilate the spirit of revenge, extinguish race pride and prejudice,
hatred, greed, lust for power, and all the human passions, evil and
noble, that have caused wars since the beginning of history, and thus,
Eiy a parchment-created league of nations, immediately and for all

me insure the peace of the world?

Who can tposs!hty believe, if he has intelligence and a reasonable
knowledge of history, of ethnology and human nature, that it can be
done in the next six months, or in a century, or in two or five centuries?
Was it not Bacon who said that the only safe teacher is experience?
Have the last four years taught us nothing? Did we not have an
?wakf?lng that at least this generation can not, or at least should not,

orge

Well, then, let us get out of the clouds and r ber the pr
of evolution, the slow and painful steps by which are attnlfned the
progress of mankind and the improvement of human government,

To my mind the subject upon which the people of this country most
need education during the next three months, immediately and while
the peace congress i2 In session, is this very question of what can and
what can not be accomplished by the pending peace commission and the
proposed treaty in the prevention of future wars. Fools are running
around dreaming foolish dreams, making much noise, and disturbing
gober thoufht.

We shall be induced to sell our birthright for a mess of pottage if
we are not careful.

Mr. WILLIAMS.
to that letter?

Mr. REED. I stated who signed it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; but I want to know the name. I
did not hear it.

Mr. REED. D. J. Haff, a prominent attorney of my city.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I want to say just this in
connection with that subject——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dces the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Mississippl?

Mr. POMERENE. Yes; I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will ask the Secretary to send me the
letter, I am not certain that I can recall the language to which
I refer.

Mr. REED.
read.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I know; but the Senator put it in the
RECORD.

Mr, REED. I puta part of it in the Recorp.

Mr. WILLIAMS., T want to get one part of that part of it
which has been read. [Reading:]

The President In his message to Congress yesterday had not one word
%g sa{ r:ﬁ: ﬁ:‘e rl::sgﬁ: ggntnl:‘.e wnr,dngt ahw&rél I:;egn universal mili-
her{utended g ! Ty, an e gho ave spoken then if ever

Evidently this gentleman expects the United States to go into
the Prussian universal military training system immediately

Mr, President, what is the name signed

It is a private letter, and I had only a part of it

after the war, He expected the President to advise the repre-
sentatives of the people in the Senate and the House to go into it.

He had nothing good to say om the subject of future national pre-
paredness 0T 1 the continuation of the prewar nawval
program, for which let us be thankful,

I am very glad to hear that this gentleman is thankful for that
much, because if we keep the naval program up to where it is
now nobody in Europe can ever attack us. We will be isolated—
on the defensive—from all future wars. But that is not the
part I was trying to reach in connection with this letter. I
am trying to find the part where, as well as I remember it, he
says that there are still fools raging around, having visions con-
cerning future peace,

Mr, REED. I will find it for the Senator.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ah! Here it is:

Tools y :
S andaf:laisg;lbnl?gs ng:l?ttlgogm.ming foollsh dreams, making much

We shall be induced to sell our birthright for a mess of pottage if we
are not careful.

“Fools are running around dreaming foolish dreams!”
Jesus Christ dreamt it. David, the sweet singer of Israel,
dreamt it. George Washington dreamt it. Robert E. Tee
dreamt it. The poet Tennyson dreamt it. All these people nre
fools in the opinion of this Missouri lawyer. I suppose he is a
lawyer. It sounds like it, from the way he talks.

Kools are running around dreaming foolish dreams, making much
noise and disturbing sober thought.

I suspect that about the Stone Age, when one fellow went
after another with a club and a piece of flint, and drove that
fellow and his partner—not his wife, but the female that he
had eaptured—back into the cave, and took her away from him,
that somebody rose up at once and said: “ Don’t be a fool.
Don’t be an ass. Don't run around dreaming foolish dreams,
Of course, men have got to capture women every day and carry
them off out of and into caves; and of course other men that are
stronger have got to invade the cave and ecarry the woman awny
again; and of course barbarity is perpetual, and we can not help
it.” And if the argument of the Senator from Missouri be correct,
of course the whole world has got to put itself upon an equal
footing with Prussia after this war is over. According to the
Senator from Missouri we have got to make an armed camp for
the whole world as the only hope of peace.

Now, if that is the only hope of peace, upon my honor I
would rather Prussia and Germany would have whipped us
and we would have had universal domination with some degree
of peace. If we are to tax the people all our lives to keep pre-
pared one against the other in mutual suspicion for future
warfare and look for it every morning before breakfast; if
peace be a useless dream, and if the Prince of Peace be an idle
superstition, and if there be no sense in the hope that perhaps
humanity may settle its quarrels without murdering one
another, then, as far as I am concerned, I would rather be fore-
gathered to my forefathers to-morrow than to live in this
world another 10 years. I have seen enough of it during this
war.

¥ools are running around dreaming foolish dreams, making much
noise and disturbing sober thought.

“ Making much noise.” Who is making the noise? The Prus-
sians made it in their time. The Hohenzollerns made it in
their time, and the men who wanted to wait until Prussia
could get to America before they fought, instead of accomplish-
ing peace by offensive attack, made it in their time. The Huns
under Attila made the noise in their time. The Goths under
Alaric made it in their time. The maddened and impassioned
soldiers of the French Revolution, who started out to conquer
liberty and wound up by undertaking fo conquer glory under
Napoleon, made it in their time.

There is or is not a God. And God either is or He is not a
prince of righteousness and justice. If it be true that fools only
dream of peace and fools only dream of an agreement amongst
nations whereby peace can be perpetuated, then there is no
God of righteousness and no God of justice and no God of
mercy, or else, on the other hand, if there be a God of justice
and righteousness and mercy He has given me and you a com-
mon sense and a common conscience whereby we can be guided
in peace consummation. Common sense means merely the
sense of all average men in the aggregate, and common con-
science the conscience of the average man throughout the world.
If He has given us common sense and common conscience, He
has given it to us as an instrumentality whereby we can reduce
the world to order and to peace and to progress and to civiliza-
tion, and whereby we shall not be forced to go to the Prussian
junker system of universal armament, one man and one nation
and people suspecting the other all the time.

“ Dreaming a fool's dream, making a noise.” It has not been
the poet and prophet who have made the noise and dreamed the
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foolish dreams. It has been the men who have violated all the
dreams of the poet and all the visions of the prophet who have
done it,

I was mighty glad when my boys were willing to go out and
imitate their grandfather, who went out to fight for what he
thought was right, but in anotlier sense I was mighty sorry
that the condition of the world was such that they had to go.
1 am not willing at the end of this war to confess that America
and England have been wrong and that we must imitate the
continental custom of keeping always armed cap-a-pie. We
have just proven that we can call upon the reserve forces of
our nations and conquer a constantly prepared military bar-
baric power. I am not willing to keep the people ground down
with taxes throughout years and years because somebody says
that the dream of peace is “a fool's dream.” It is not a fool's
dream. It iz a poet’s dream. It is a prophet's vision. It is a
Christian’s communion with God, and it is the purpose of the
God of justice and of righteousness throughout the world, and
that purpose must be finally accomplished through the common
sense and the common conscience of the common men in all
democratic countries fighting against all autocracy and against
all bolshevism and all nonsense throughout the world.

Alr, REED. I hope the Senator from Ohio will indulge me
for an few moments.

Mr. POMERENE. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Hafl to be read I had no idea of incensing the Senator from
Mississippi; neither did I expect to arouse in him that zealous
fervor which always makes his speech charming. Indeed, in
hastily running my pencil through the paper—because this was
a private letter—I inadvertently did not carry it down far enough
to cut out one paragraph which might have been taken to be a
criticism of the President, although it was not of an unkind or

- eruel nature. What I wanted to get before the Senate was this
gentleman’s very sane and logical statement, a statement which
the Senator from Mississippi did not hear throughout, I am sure,
or he would not have singled out a single sentence and made it
the subject of his bitier criticism.

I do not know what the Senator may believe about a league
of nations to enforce peace, but I know that although Jesus
Christ nearly 2,000 years ago taught the doctrine of peace,
tanght the duty of men to maintain peace toward each other,
He never promised us that condition until the day should come
when the great God had purified the hearts of men and out of
their souls had driven all eruelty, all lust, all evil, so that the
lion and the lamb might lie down together. That day has not
yet arrived. It may come in the providence of God and in the
fullness of time. When it does come my brother from Missis-
sippt and myself and all others will be very different men from
what we are now. We will be more charitable. We will have
a truer vision. We will be less inclined to get irritated. We
will not fly into a passion at the opiniong of another. We will
have just views on all questions. We will, in truth, be fit for
the angelic abodes. But I am afraid that it will never come to
my friend from Mississippi or to myself until death has closed
our eyes, until we have been enfolded in the embrace of that
God whose charity may be great enough to cover entirely with
its broad and generous mantle our manifold faults and imper-
fections.

Mr. President, poets have dreamed of peace, parliaments of
man, and federations of the world. The vision has been and is
a beautiful one, but thus far in the history of the world it has
only been a dream. The nation which to-day relies solely upon
maintaining peace by moral force will almost certainly become
the victim of military force. There must be something besides
trusting in God. The old continental commander added, * Keep
your powder dry.” While we are in this workaday world we
must observe the actual conditions of life.

It is true that there ought to be no savages; but if a man were
to go into a savage country unarmed and unprepared to defend
himself it is altogether likely that he would never come out alive.
It may be said that some have done this, Some saints have gone
and with their kindliness have won the hearts of savages. That
is true, but taken by and large men do not place themselves
within the power of uncivilized men.

As there are differences between individuals and tribes, so
there are differences between the nations of the earth. Some
are inspired by lofty ideals, by a spirit of justice. They recog-
nize the priciples of law and equity.

Others are controlled by metives of cruelty and selfishness.
All of them are more or less the victims of prejudice, of race
hatreds, due to differences of religion, differences in morals,
differences in education, differences in blood, differences in
likes and dislikes. And, above all, they are divided by hatreds

born of oppression. These differences have during the course
of the ages so separated races that they almost secem not to be-
long to the same human family. It is lamentable to the last de-
gree that this is so. It is equally lamentable that there should
be living in peaceful Christian communities men who can lay
their hands to the hilt of a knife and drive it into the breast
of a sleeping man or woman and rob them of their property.
Yet there are murderers. It is lamentable to the last degree
that there are men who break the doors of houses and rob and
plunder. Yet it is so that there are now, as there always have
been, criminals upon the earth. It is regrettable that there are
men so base that they will cheat and defraud their neighbors,
who can gather to themselves wealth by dishonest practices.
And yet every court there is in the world is but a monument to
the fact that human cupidity and human ecruelty and human
injustice are everywhere. They universally are to be found. It
is a most regrettable fact that we must have a police force in
the city of Washington and in every other city of our land and
in every city of the world, a police force without svhich women
would not be safe upon the streets, homes would not be safe.
Even strong men would not be safe withont a force of law and
order to suppress the evil elements of society.

It is a pity, sir, that men do not observe throughout the world
a spirit of unalloyed equity, unsullied justice, and exalted

| righteousness. How beautiful a world it would be if all men
Mr. REED. Mr. President, when I offered the letter of Mr. |

would be just! There is no song that ever fell from lip or pen

| of poet with a more exalted or beautiful theme than that of
| 'a world in which justice rules and universal equity holds un-

[

challenged sway. But it has not been. It is not now. We
may dream that on some future day it will come, that sonie-
time the divine light will penetrate the darkness of the human
soul and the holy finger of love be laid upon hard and crunel
heart of man. Yet though we may dream these beautiful
dreams, the practical man, the sensible man, knows that he
must guard his door, must be prepared to protect wife and
child. He also knows that for similar reasons he must at all

| times be prepared to help protect his city, his State, and his

country.

The men who assert this doctrine of common sense can afford
to be sneercd at. They can afford to exercise patience with those
who grow excited and inclined to scold when they are told their
vision of universal peace at this time is an idle dream—a
foolish vision—and that at this day and age of the world it is
impossible to substitute divine love for human ecruelty and
selfishness by the mere signing of an international agreement
providing for a league of nations. If they believe it is foolish,
they have a right to say =o. I believe ii is foolish; but I do
not think everybody is a fool who does not agree with me. I
made a speech the other day extemporaneously, and 1 believe
I used an expression of that kind. I did it inadvertently. I
withdraw it. There were a lot of people before the war came
on who were telling us that the time for universal peace had
come. I remember that one distinguished statesman negotiated
some 20 treaties with some 20 nations. In those treaties agree-
ments were made looking toward the arbitration of interna-
tional difficulties.

The difficulty, as suggested to me wittily by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. SarrTe], was that the treaties provided that all
controversies were to remain in cold storage for a year. Dur-
ing all that time nothing was to be done to right any wrong;
there was to be no war waged, no force used. I did not vote
for those treaties. I nevertheless just as much desire peace as
does my distinguished and brilliant friend. I just as much
want peace as anyone. If dreams could only bring peace, I
would be willing to dream from now until my eyes are closed
for the last time in that dreamless sleep which comes at last
to all.

Mr. KELLOGG. Will the Senator yield for a suggestion?

Mr. REED. 1 yield.

Mr. KELLOGG. I understand the Senator
treaties negotiated by Secretary Bryan?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. KELLOGG.
arbitration.

Mr. REED. They provided a method which we may call a
method of arbitration for the purpose of what I am saying at
the present time.

Mr. President, I did not vote for those treaties, and I will tell
you why. As I understood them, a year must elapse before our
Government could take any steps to arrest by force the doing of
any act, except possibly the invasion of its own territory. I
did not believe that was wise. One illustration will serve to
present my view, whether it was correct or incorrect. Conceive
this sort of a situation: A foreign nation seeking to gain control

refers to the

I do not think those treaties provided for
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of the country immediately adjacent to the Panama Canal either
through the negotiation of a treaty with or by force entering
Colombia.

Conceive that this nation should start to build fortifications
that would command the canal. Suppose that we should protest
and our protest be disregarded. Suppose we should under such
conditions find ourselves confronted with a treaty which bound
us to wait a year, but did not bind the other nation to cease
preparing for our injury, perhaps our destruction. Suppose we
thereupon sat down to wait the expiration of the allotted 12
months, Suppose that during all that time our enemy should
continue to build impregnable fortresses and to back them by
an army of three or four million men, Might we not be forced
ultimately to sacrifice hundreds of thousands of lives and
billions of dollars to drive out the fortified enemy?

Mr. President, I may have been mistaken, but that was one
of the provisions I believed was wrong about those treaties. It
is true we might in an exigency of that kind disregard the
treaty, disregard its letter, or disregard its spirit. That is only
coming back to the ancient doetrine which all of us when we are
exereising our sound judgment must acknowledge, and that is
that as long as we remain a sovereign nation we must retain at
all times the right to defend our vital interests upon the instant,
for otherwise we may receive a deathblow while we wait.

Who is to guarantee the safety of America? It can be guar-
anteed in two ways. One is by the strength of our own arms.
It may be the trained military arm or it may be the unirained
arm possessing still enough of untrained strength so that it ean
defend itself even against all comers. I do not stop to argue
that question. Buat, I repeat, we ean defend ourselves in one
of two ways. One is by our own strength. The other is by
reliance upon other nations. Find me, if you can, any other
means. Either our own strength must be relied upon or else
we must rely upon the strength of other nations or, I might add,
a combination of the two. How, then, shall we rely upon the
strength of other nations? We must rely upon their agree-
ments. We have nothing else to rely upon. We must substi-
tute for the ability to defend ourselves the expectation and hope
that other nations will assist us if we are attacked. That
means that we are to make alliances and agreements.

There never was an agreement made between nations that
did not involve reciprocal obligations. If other nations agree
to defend this country if attacked, then we must in turn agree
to defend them if they are attacked. If other nations in mutual
agreement bind themselves to maintain the peace of the world
by going to war to force peace, then we are bound to likewise
go to war in the quarrels of others. Thus we have a defensive
alliance and also a league that binds us to enter all the wars
of the world.

The advocates of the league have now reached the point where
they propose that the United States shall take her sons, boys
from farm and factory and countinghouse and office, and trans-
port them across the sea to defend not the rights of the Ameri-
can Nation but to settle the quarrels of European or Asiatic
nations with which we are not at all or only remotely concerned.

Gild it as you may with all the ecstasies of oratory or the
rhapsodies of religion, soar to every height of poesy, you can
not escape the hard and cruel truth that this Government, this
people, must be prepared to defend itself or it must rely upon
other nations to defend it in whole or in part. I repeat that if
we rely upon other nations to defend us, then we must agree
to reciprocally defend them.

Now, Mr. President, that being the case, is a man just exactly
a monster who suggests that it is better and cheaper in the long
run to have some preparation here than to be unprepared? That
is all this good lawyer said, even if he is a Missouri lawyer, and
my friend seemed to find offense in that. I am sorry for it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not call him a Missouri Iawyer.

Mr. REED. Yes, you did; but that is all right. It would
not be offensive to me.

Mr. WILLIAMS. You will find by the Recorp that I did not
use the word Missouri at all.

Mr. REED. Oh, yes; but it is immaterial, Missouri and Mis-
sissippi both being a part of this great Union.

Mr. WILLIAMS., And both beginning with “M-i and a
double 8.

Mr. REED. Both of them are good States, and it is a credit
to any man to come from either of them, What did this gen-
tleman say?

Much can be accomplished by the coming ce treaty by clarifylng
and extending the principles of international law and by punishing the
German murderers and plrates who have willfully and deliberately vio-
lated them and criminally and wantonly disturbed the peace of the
world, as Lloyd George so ably pro in his speech last week. A
league of the more decent nations can be formed, having common ideals
and based purely upon treaty and honor and a sense of moral responsi-

bility, and whose membership is limited to those nations which in the

have not regarded solemn treaties as “ seraps of paper,” but to

ave a league that will prevent war by foree, that will coerce its meme

bers, is to create a supernation, which means the surrender or destrues
tion of the independence and sovereignty of all its members.

Now, I hope that that is not very far from the doctrine in
which the Senator believes. I can not believe that the Senator,
is prepared to indorse the doetrine of a league of nations in
which this country shall bind itself to engage in the quarrels,
the broils, and the battles that may hereafter arise in Europe,
although our interests may be entirely separate from them. I
would be interested to learn what the Senator’s view is upon
that important question.

Mr. WILLIAMS rose.

Mr. REED. I will be glad to yield to the Senator now if he
desires me to do so,

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I thought the Senator from Missouri
had concluded. I will state to the Senator my view in a1 moment,

Mr. REED. Very well.

Mr, President, the Senator before the last war was one of the
advocates of peace; he was a pacifist; it did honor to his heart.
I will not say it did dishonor to his head. I should say nothing
would do dishonor to his head, for he is known as one of the
ablest men of our country; and I say that from the very out-
pourings of my heart. But the men who taught universal peace
before this war were mistaken. That is all there is about it.

I have been a believer in the old doctrine of a small standing
Army and a small Navy. After I got a little closer to the scene
of action as a Member of this body I began to see the necessity
of a larger Navy. I believe now, Mr. President, that if the
United States had had a Navy three or four times as strong as
she had Germany would never have dared enter upon her
program of universal destruction of the commerce of the seas
and would therefore have never warned us off the waters of the
Atlantic Ocean. But whether that is true or is not true we
need not pause to discuss,

The Senator from Mississippi frequently says, with that
terse wittiness of which he is master, that “ only fools refuse
to change their minds” We all in this day and age of the
world are changing our minds, I have made my mind up that
I do not want to see another war ever fought; but if it does
come I do not want the war to be over before the United States
ean put on the battle front a single battery of first-class cannon
that was made in our own foundries, I do not want to see a
situation again where the war is fought and over and still 12
months must elapse before our first-class ordnance can be ready
for the field. I do not want to see another war fought with
American troops sent into action not properly defended by,
shell fire,

I had rather, instead of paying interest on a war debt, employ,
some money to build works in which we can make cannon at
reasonable prices in time of peace. I would make them and cord
them up and have them ready, so that if any emergency should
hereafter arise we shall have the guns to fight with. I am
wicked enough, reactionary enough, barbarie enough, * Stona
Age” enough, to actually believe that it is good common sense
to bave enough rifles with which to arm our men. We did not
have them when we entered this war. We were forced to change
our weapon. We were able to do that with reasonable speed
because England had been at war and England had employed
great factories here to make her rifles. They were, therefore,
prepared on rather short notice to turn out a similar rifle ; other-
wise some of our men would have been drilling with broomsticks
up to this hour.

I am absolutely wicked enough, Stone Age enough, to have
arrived at the conclusion that if England retains her great
fleet—and I think she will; I have no idea that England is
going to surrender that fleet, though all the poets sing the sweet-
est songs that ever thrilled poetic souls, though orators may,
soar to heights above the clouds and cavort from star to star,
still Great Britain will keep that fleet; mark what I tell you;
every British man-of-war will still pursue its invincible course
through the waters of the seas—if that is going to be, I want the
United States of America to be in a position of safety. If Great
Britain will stop building shipg, why, then, the rest may do so.
Whatever we may be able to do by mutual agreement as to dis-
armament, well and good ; but that is not the thing of which my
friend wrote in this letter. He wrote of a league of nations
by which all or a part of the nations of the world should agree
to stand together and crush the power of nations that stand
against them and enforce the decrees that they may write.
Against that he protested ; against that I protest.

Lest I forget it later on, let me say now, as I said a day or two
ago in a speech here, we ought to rewrite international law. It
can be done. That law should be codified ; its loose precedents
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should be gathered into form and erystallized into an agreed law
of nations. Had we possessed a law providing in plain words
what I believe the law to be, according to the best precedents,
ro nation would have the right to declare a blockade save of
ports, and there the blockade must be maintained ; but no nation
should have the right to undertake the blockade of an entire
sea, either by scattering mines or by a paper declaration. I
believe that if that had been fairly written in the law, England
would not have undertaken to blockade the North Sea; and I
believe if England had not undertaken to blockade the North
Sea some of the difficulties that followed later might never have
come. But that agalz is arguing a question that is in the past
and one which perhaps would better not be argued too fully just
now,

But thus all of the great questions of international law that
have caused trouble during this war, especially those involving
the rights of belligerents and neutrals upon the high seas, ought
to be written down in a code of laws. Then a nation guilty of
violating that code of laws would at least be compelled to an-
swer to the moral court of the world for a willful breach of
national faith.

While that itself will not guarantee us, still the ignominy
which has fallen upon Germany for treating her agreements as
scraps of paper would, to a large extent, tend to discourage
breaches of the law agreed upon in the manner I have indicated.
So there may be by common consent agreements made limiting
the arms and armaments of nations. If that can be done, I
am most heartily in accord with it, and I have always been.
That might be accomplished, because it is reasonable. For,
observe, if two men are antagonists and each of them is earry-
ing two or three pistols as he hunts his enemy, if each shall
then agree to lay down one or two of his weapons and each,
in fact, shall carry out the agreement, he is comparatively as
strong as he was before. Therefore that might be accomplished.

But the doctrine I am assailing and the doctrine that my
friend assails in this letter is that there shall be an agreement
effected between certain of the nations which shall lay down
the rules of conduct for themselves and others, and that if any
astute nation shall violate the rules, or if any member violates
them, then that this coalition of nations will use their joint
power to coerce and conguer the offender.

It may be said that is not the doctrine of the league of
nations. I admit it is pretty hard to get out of all these visions
that have been floating around here just what any of them
mean. There was a full-page article printed in one of the
papers the other day—an advertisement which was printed
in many of the papers—advocating some of these doectrines,
Some of the statesmen of Europe have been advocating doc-
trines; some of the statesmen of the United States have been
advocating other doctrines. It is hard to get at what each
may have in mind. Yet we may, perhaps, arrive at some general
deduction.

Broadly speaking, a league of nations which goes no further
than to agree that certain things are proper and certain things
are improper will meet with no opposition from anybody, but a
league of nations that proposes to enforce its views upon others
and that binds us to contribute to it, that puts us into contro-
versies and broils and battles and wars of Europe is another
proposition, and is one that I believe the people of this country
will utterly repudiate.

Mr. President, why should they not repudiate it? It is con-
trary to every tradition of our country. We were warned
against it by Washington, Jefferson, Madison, Jackson, and all
the host of men who laid the foundations and built the early
structure of this Government.

If we go into an arrangement such as I am speaking of, what
shall be its limitations? What nations shall be admitted? Ina
speech by an English statesman the other day, as I recollect it,
he suggested that this league should begin with the allied na-
tions. What is it the allies on the other side of the water are
going to guarantee for the benefit of America? Arc they going
to gnarantee us against attack? From whom do we fear at-
tack? Are they going to protect us? From whom will they
protect us? I know of no nation on earth, save one of the allies,
that could harm us to-day.

The only nation that flies a flag that can seriously harm
America to-day is England, and mnobody anticipates trouble
with England. If we did anticipate it, we would hardly be
making an alliance with England to protect us against herself,

What are we to get on this side of the water from this alli-
ance? I am speaking now in a selfish way, it is true, but it is
an element of selfishness that has common sense back of it. I
repeat, there is no nation save Great Britain that can land a
soldier on our soil and maintain him there for 30 days; and I
do not think he can land, and I am in favor of fixing it so that

he can not land even for 30 minutes. If we have to have more
cannon and more ships, let us build them. We are spending
enough money out here in front of this Capitol now on war
workers' dormitories, that never will be occupied and still are
going on to completion, to build one or two good battleships.

We pay out more money for moving pictures every year than
would build a fleet of vessels. I am not an advocate of great
navies unless we have to have them. I repeat, and I still repeat,
what protection will we get from such an alliance?

Oh, it may be said, we will have trade abroad. Well, that is
not a thing of such gravity as calls upon us to engage in all the
wars of Europe.

But upon what a sea of trouble are we asked to embark?
Senators, turn to the pages of your histories and ask yourselves
why it is that for 2,000 years and more each war in Europe has
been succeeded by another war. Many causes may be assigned,
but away down deep under them all is race hatred and race am-
bition. Conquering hordes have time after time swept over
Europe. They have crushed with brutal strength the native
populations. The native populations have for years, sometimes
for centuries, lain prostrate, hating and still hating their op-
pressors, waiting, waiting, for an opportunity to rise and strike
for vengeance and liberty.

Time after time they have risen and driven them out only to
find them returning. Sometimes they have held them back.
In that case two races hating each other are face to face. The
hatred may be wrong; it may be wicked; but you can no more
eradicate it by a league of nations than you can wipe out the
prejudice between the blacks and the whites in the South by
passing a resolution in a New England sewing soclety, That
may furnish the oceasion for a dissertation to the effect that
there is no prejudice ; but, sirs, there is a prejudice.

Do you think that you can mix these alien peoples of Europe
and of Asia and make them love each other by having a half
dozen gentlemen of great distinetion meet at The Hague or at
Versailles and sign a paper? I tell you the Roumanian will
remember the ravishment of his women and the murder of his
old men a thousand years from now and hate the Hun as men
hate who have suffered wrongs so great they ean not find a voice.

Do you think that Franece will forgive the Hun in a thousand
years? Will the Frenchman remember his women? Will he
fail to remember how they were taken for medical examina-
tion before they were taken for ravishment? A thousand years
from now will Belgium have forgotten the night of her horror?
Will she ever cease to witness the burning of her cities, the
defilement of her virgins, the massacre of her old men and old
women? Will you make them love their oppressors and lie
down in sweet serenity in a bed of peace, embracing with the
tenderness of lovers? Will you make the Armenian love the
Turk? Why, sirs, a million five hundred thousand new dead
lie rotting in the ground—babes, little toddling babes, their
brains dashed out before the mothers’ frantic eyes, the fathers’
maddened gaze; girls bound and borne off in brutal savagery to
make a bed of lust for fiends incarnate, for such creatures as
Moore deseribes:

One who could pause and kneel unshod

In the warm blood that his hand had poured
And mutter o'er some text of God

Engraven on his reeking sword.

Will you make the Armenian love the Turk?

What is to be the nature of this league of nations? If it be
an agreement between Christian and enlightened nations to
observe just rules of conduct toward each other, trusting to their
honor and integrity as nations and binding them as honor binds,
then well and good ; hats off, and all acclaim to such a thing as
that; but, if I understand the league of nations, that is not its
scope. It is to bind the signatories therefo to employ foree to
compel obedience. If we so bind ourselves, then when Turkey
and Armenia come to clash we must send our troops there. If
the Serbians and the Russians come to a clash again, our troops
must cross the seas. If England and IFrance hereafter, break-
ing asunder the bonds of love that bind them now, shall go to
fighting, then are we again to be bound to send our sons across
the sea? Shall we each time there is a broil in Europe summon
our troops, impose the draft, demand the first born and the
voungest of the family, and once more send an endless stream
of courage and heroism, but still of flesh and blood, across the
distant seas to fight in foreign lands over quarrels between races
that do not speak our tongue and whose rights and wrongs we
do not understand?

It may be wicked, it may be the very acme of brutality, but
I protest that if this great eountry of ours but knows its mission
it will stay here within its seagirt shores, protect itself, retain
its independence, suffering no single diminution of its sov-
ereignty by agreements with other powers, making only that
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character of agreement I have so often referred fo, and that
it will seek to continue as the great guiding influence upon the
Western Hemisphere; that we shall bind to us by ties of com-
merce and of love those great and virgin countries that lie to
our south; that we shall seek to direct the energies of our
people and the energies of their pesple to an honest interchange
of products; that we shall make the Monree doctrine an in-
violable doctrine of nations; and that we shall seek always and
at all times, by kindly counsel and by generous aid, to help to
maintain the peace and the happiness of this world.

Mr, President, I have made these purely extemporaneous re-
marks because I thought there was nothing in the letter I had
read from my friend to call for any castigation of him by the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I hate to take up the time
of the Senate this late in the afternoon. It is right diflicult to
reply to the Senator from Missouri, because one has to walit so
long to begin the reply.

The Senator from Missouri has skillfully aveided and evaded
the issue. The issue was the sentence in the letter which he
read calling all men fools who dreamt of a permanent and just
peace. Nobody was quarreling with a great deal of the other
things that the Senator from Missouri said, and nobody was
quarreling with the other part of the letter that this lawyer
wrote.

The upshot of all that the Senator from Missouri has said is
this, that if he is to have his way we are to go back to just
where we were before this war started and all the nations of
the world are to be armed camps, watching and suspecting one
another all the time, ready to move for purposes of aggression
and ready to move for fear that others may move for purposes
of aggression. Are you going to put up with that? Do youn
stand here and tell me that that is unaveidable? Do you tell
me that the common sense and common conscience and civili-
zation and enlightenment of the world ean not avoid it?

Who was talking about trying to make the Belgians love the
Germans that raped their women? I was not. Who was talk-
ing about trying to make Armenians love Turks? 1 was not,
Nobody imagines that they can do it. But what we are trying
to do is to fix the status of things so that Prussians shall no
more ravish Belgian women and so that Turks no more shall
drive into the desert the women and children of Armenin while
they take prisoner, subject to their lust, such of the women as
they choose.

The Senator has, with the usual skillfulness of an adroit
lawyer, attempted to shift the issue, and has attempted to put
me in the position of defending the very thing that I do noi
defend and of attacking the very thing that I do not want to
attack. Are you going to confess that what has recently hap-
pended can not be aveided for all the future to come; that
junkers and barbarians are to continue, whenever they choose, to
tear up treaties as “ scraps of paper,” and rape women whenever
they please? If so, then the Senator's speech has been success-
ful, because it seems that he thinks that that can not be aveided.
I think it can, and I think that the common sense and common
conscience of the common man, welded in and devoted to democ-
racy throughout the world, can and will avoid it for the future.

Mr. President, if I believed, as the Senator seems to believe,
that ever again this disgraceful spectacle could come upon the
world's arena, to be witnessed helplessly by humanity, then I
would cease to believe in God, and I would cease to believe in
the common reason and the common sense and the common con-
science of men, His creatures.

The Senator tells me * it may be very wicked but it is inevi-
table.” Why, when 15 or more pioneers went into Missouri or
into Mississippi in the early days, the very first thing they did
was to form a league of individuals, just like the only league of
nations I want. They said, * We have no government, we have
no sheriff, we have no clerk, we have no law that binds ug, but
the man who stecals a horse or kills one of us we will hang.”
So they formed a league of individuals without any court. Every
pioneer that settled any part of America went into it with other
pioneers with common sense and common conscience and his
judgment that said: * We must have law, we must have order,
we must have justice, we must have righteousness, and we will
have it if we have to hang the fellow that interferes with it.”
Now, that is what we are going to say, through a league of na-
tions, to Germany or anybody else.

Mr. REED. Mr. President

Mr. WILLIAMS, One minute. We are shnply gging to say
that hereafter, by the grace of God and by our own inight, con-
joined and not disunited, that “ any civilized country, or country
pretending to be civilized, that dares to make war upon another
without either consenting to arbitration when it is offered or
offering arbitration upon its own part shall become the common

enemy of mankind,” and we will deal with it like the early
})io::ﬁers in Missouri dealt with a horse thief or a murderer, that
s all,

Now I yield to the Senator.

Mr, REED. Of course there is nothing to be gained by the
Senator or myself discussing moot questions. I was about to
ask the Senator to define what ie meant—what he thinks ought
to be the objects of this league of nations and the reciprocal
obligations, y

Mr. WILLIAMS. Just precisely what was the object of the
first 25 men that ever met in Albermarle County, Va., when if
was upon the frontier. That was to agree that there should be
peace and law and honor and justice and righteousness, and if
anybody interfered with it they were going to be put outside
of the pale of the law and be treated accordingly.

Mr. REED. And punish them, if necessary, by force?

Mr. WILLIAMS, And punish them, if necessary; yes.

Mr. REED. Now, will the Senator yield, just so that I may,
understand him? That is all. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr. REED. I am not asking this in a controversial vein.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ask your question. I yield for a question.

Mr. REED. I am going to ask it. Does the Senator belicve
that we ought to agree with one or more or all of the nations
of Europe, so that in case some nation in Europe did not obey
the regulations of this league we would become a party to help-
ing conquer that nation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the Senator speaks of * the
regulations  of this league. I have said nothing about the regu-
lations of this league, and I have not said that they would
make any regulations, except one plain proposition, and that is
to spread abroad and proclaim the ukase, if you choose to eall
it =0, that no civilized nation shall dare make war upon another
without either offering or accepting fair arbitration. Now, that
is the only regulation necessary. If they refuse to abide by,
that, then I say unhesitatingly that the civilized world ought
to declare them the enemy of mankind and of civilization; cut
them off from traflic and travel upon the high seas; cut them
off from all other traffic and travel, as far as you can, and
from raw materials of industry; and, if necessary, send my
boys, yves, to whip them into order. .

Mr. REED. That is what I wanted to know.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, what happens in ordinary society?
Why is it that the Senator from Missouri does not load himself
up to kill me when we have a difficulty ?

Mr. REED. Beecause T would not do it under any circums
stances.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, I say, but why do you not if you ara
mad enough?

Mr. REED.
course.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is not because you are too good to do
it, or that I am, if we get mad enough, but it is because you
know the force that is behind the constable and the sheriff,
[Laughter.]

Mr. REED. Mr. President, of course, in the case of a timid
man like myself that might be true; but as for a vallant soul
like the Senator from Mississippi, I know that if he wanted to
shoot a man he would not hesitate on account of the sheriff,
[Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am arguing seriously., What keeps the
world in order? What keeps ull of you in order? What makes
you carry your controversies to the court instead of settling
them with pistol or knife is the fact that the court has force
behind it, and what actually occurs is this: In not one case in
ten thousand does the court ever have to show its force. Your
mere consciousness of the fact that the foree is behind the court
keeps you in order, keeps the Senator from Missouri in order,
keeps me in order, and keeps a whole lot of other people in order.
He and I have seen the time when we would have liked to kill a
fellow that made us mad enough, but we have been educated to
believe that we ought not to do it. We have been educated to
believe that society had a right to settle our controversy and
t